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Executive Summary

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) is replacing the Marion-
Warham Bridges over the Weweantic River (Bridge Numbers M-05-001=W-06-013 and W-06-
016) along Route 6, also known as Marion Road or Wareham Road. HDR prepared this report
in accordance with the 2013 MassDOT LRFD Bridge Manual, revised in 2020, to provide
documentation of the hydraulic engineering analysis and calculations. Numerical modeling of
storm surge and associated currents was performed using MIKE21 HD FM. The modeling
evaluated the 4-percent (25-year), 2-percent (50-year), and the 1-percent (100-year) annual
exceedance probability (AEP) storm events and assessed the impact of Relative Sea Level
Rise (RSLR) on storm surge and current velocities. Numerical modeling was also performed
for waves using the MIKE21 SW model. Wave modeling was performed for the 100-year wind
speeds and AEP water levels with and without RSLR. Variables for these calculations were
extracted from hydrodynamic and spectral wave analysis models simulating multiple design
storm events. A two-dimensional hydraulic model, SRH-2D, was utilized to model and
calculate the water surface elevations, depths, and velocities of the 25-year, 50-year, and 100-
year riverine floods, as well as the 50-year and 100-year coastal floods with and without
RSLR. SRH-2D was used to obtain variables for the 50-year and 100-year riverine and the 25-
year, 50-year, and 100-year coastal surge storm events to estimate total scour at the
proposed bridges.

The existing bridges have a documented history of scour, and both are currently experiencing
scour related issues. Review of historical documents reveal scour countermeasures have
been installed on multiple occasions. This has caused a hardening of the riverbed directly
under the bridges. This can be clearly seen in the bathymetry data. There are large scour
holes upstream and downstream of both bridges, but the riverbed is significantly higher under
the bridges. This hardening of the bed is currently preventing scour under the bridge to the
magnitude it is observed upstream and downstream. However, there is no way to know how
long this hardening will last. This also makes the scour calculations difficult, as there is no way
to take the hardening into account. Therefore, this scour investigation of the proposed bridge
designs determined the proposed bent piles should be placed to a depth below the scour and
check-scour envelope where they will be securely embedded into bedrock.

Project Description

This project involves the replacement of the existing Bridges M-05-001=W-06-013 (Lat. 41°
44’ 15.01” N; Long. 70° 44’ 50.66” W) and W-06-016 (Lat. 41° 44’ 19.06” N; Long. 70° 44’
45.90” W). The structure was built in 1929 and then widened in 1957. The bridges carry Route
6 (Marion Road / Wareham Road) over Weweantic River, an estuary separating the towns of
Marion and Wareham in Massachusetts.

The MassDOT 2013 LRFD Bridge Manual, revised in 2020, was used as a guide to follow
hydrologic and hydraulic design criteria for the construction of new bridge structures in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The project location is shown in Figure 1.
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2.1 Existing Structure

The existing Weweantic River bridges were first constructed in 1929 and then widened in
1957. Both bridges have a 44-foot-wide curb-to-curb width consisting of four travel lanes and a
concrete sidewalk with an outside bridge railing is provided along both the north and south
side of the bridge. The full bridge width (out to out) is 58.5 feet.

The existing West bridge, Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013, consists of two spans with a single
pier wall at the center of the bridge. The pier wall is supported by a 10-foot-wide pier footing
that is 70 feet long. The bridge is approximately 140 feet long and has a low chord of +6.32 ft.
NAVDA88 at the west abutment. The bridge was designed to provide a vertical clearance of
approximately 5-feet 6-inches above the mean high water surface elevation (+0.79 ft.
NAVD88) of the Weweantic River at the time of reconstruction in 1956.

The existing East Bridge, Bridge W-06-016, consists of three spans with two pier walls. The
pier walls are spaced 51.5 feet apart (center to center) and they are each supported by a 10-
foot-wide pier footing that is 70 feet long. The bridge is approximately 178 feet long and has a
low chord of +8.42 ft. NAVDG88 at the east abutment. The bridge was designed to provide a
vertical clearance of approximately 7-feet 8-inches above the mean high water surface
elevation (+0.79 ft. NAVD88) of the Weweantic River at the time of reconstruction in 1956.

The National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS) uses Item 113 to describe a structure’s
vulnerability to scour. According to National Bridge Inventory (NBI), both bridges are coded
with a rating factor of three (3). The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Recording and
Coding Guide for the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s Bridges defines this
rating as: “Bridge is scour critical; bridge foundations determined to be unstable for calculated
scour conditions.”

2.1.1 Crossed Waterway at the Bridge Location

FHWA'’s Hydraulic Engineering Circular Number 20, Stream Stability at Highway Structures,
(HEC-20) was utilized to assist in the analysis of the project’s environment. These
parameters can provide useful insight of the geomorphic activities occurring in an area.

2.1.1.1 Watershed

The Weweantic River merges with the Sippican River just upstream of the bridges. The
flow discharges downstream of the bridges into Buzzards Bay. The hydrologic information
available at the project location on the United States Geological Survey’'s (USGS) Website,
StreamStats, is not sufficient since the delineation point is located in an excluded area.
Therefore, the drainage area of the Route 6 crossings were delineated using the
hydrological tools in ArcGIS Pro. ArcGIS Pro has internal geoprocessing tools that can
compute flow directions and accumulations based on raster elevation data. The elevation
data used to delineate the watershed is discussed in Section 3.1.

The watershed delineated using ArcGIS Pro proved to be more accurate when compared
to the watershed produced from StreamStats. The watershed produced from ArcGIS Pro
utilized newer and better elevation data and was able to ascertain hydrologic flow lines that
StreamStats did not.
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Figure 2 displays the drainage area delineation. Table 1 summarizes the watershed basin
characteristics determined from the watershed delineation. This information was used to
calculate the hydrology further discussed in Section 4.1.

Table 1. Total Watershed Basin Characteristics

Drainage Area 89.5 sq. miles
Maximum Elevation +235.3 ft (NAVDS88)
Minimum Elevation -30.7 ft (NAVDS8S)

The total watershed that drains to the bridges consists of two independent watersheds
converging just upstream of the bridges: the Sippican River watershed and the Weweantic
River watershed.

Table 2 shows the drainage area of each watershed and the percent of the total
watershed. This information was used to generate the inflow boundary conditions for the
riverine hydraulic simulations and is further discussed in Section 4.3.1.5.

Table 2. Sippican River Watershed & Weweantic River Watershed

Drainage Area % of Total
(sq. miles)
Sippican River 30.86 34.5%

Weweantic River 58.67 65.5%

October 22, 2024 | 4
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2.1.1.2 Land Cover

Project No. 605311 F)?

Utilizing the National Land Cover Database (NLCD) provided by the Multi-Resolution Land
Characteristics (MRLC) Consortium, a comparison of the land use of the Route 6 crossing
Weweantic River watershed from 2001 to 2021 was developed.

Table 3 displays the percent change in the land use types within the watershed from 2001
to 2021. Over the last two decades, there has been no more than a 2% change in any
individual type of land use. Therefore, it was concluded that there is no significant rapid
urbanization or major changes in the watershed.

Table 3. Land Use Change from 2001 to 2021

Barren Land
Cultivated Crops
Deciduous Forest

Developed, High Intensity
Developed, Low Intensity
Developed, Medium Intensity
Developed, Open Space
Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands
Evergreen Forest

Hay/Pasture

Herbaceous

Mixed Forest

Open Water

Shrub/Scrub

Woody Wetlands

2.1.1.3 Sinuosity

4.44%
4.38%
6.35%
3.00%
0.47%
0.85%
1.39%
27.42%
11.88%
0.13%
1.31%
1.67%
16.18%
19.64%

0.90%

4.02%
4.32%
6.64%
3.79%
0.81%
1.15%
1.10%
25.43%
11.55%
0.28%
2.15%
1.56%
16.10%
19.70%

1.40%

-0.42%

-0.06%

0.29%

0.79%

0.34%

0.30%

-0.30%

-1.99%

-0.33%

0.16%

0.84%

-0.11%

-0.08%

0.06%

0.50%

A stream's sinuosity is the ratio of the channel length at the thalweg to the valley's length.
Typically, a stream’s sinuosity is indicative of its lateral stability. However, the two bridges
being analyzed are in the coastal environment, not the typical stream environment.

Therefore, sinuosity was not calculated for either river.
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2.1.1.4 Approach Channel Slope

Based on bathymetric data, The Weweantic River channel slope was measured to be
0.0027 feet per foot through Bridge W06016 and the Sippican River channel slope was
measured to be 0.0025 feet per foot through Bridge M01013. These calculations stopped
short of and does not include the scour hole upstream of each bridge.

2.1.1.5 Topography

The topography of this region is mostly a low-lying coastal area. Compared to the rest of
the state, this location has relatively low elevations and relief. The highest elevation in the
watershed is +235.3 feet NAVD88. The Weweantic River’s channel is below sea level.

2.1.2 Highway Conveyed

Route 6 is a part of the highway functional classification, Urban Minor Arterial.

2.1.3 Land Use in the Vicinity of the Bridges

In the immediate vicinity of the bridge, the area consists mostly of water bodies and wetlands
(45%), developed areas (30%), and forests (22%).Figure 4 shows the land use types near
Route 6 crossing Weweantic River. Residencies make up the majority of the developed
areas near the bridges.
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2.1.4 Special Site Considerations

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) produced a Flood Insurance Study
(FIS) for Plymouth County, Massachusetts. The current FIS Number containing the detailed
studies of Plymouth County is 25023CV001D, 25023CV002D, 25023CV003D,
25023CV004D, and 25023CV005D. The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Number
25023C0576K contains the area where Route 6 crosses the Weweantic River. The FIRM
classifies this area of interest as Zone VE.

Zone VE is a part of a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) subject to inundation by the 1%
annual chance flood, also known as the base flood, that has a 1% chance of being equaled
or exceeded in any given year. Zone VE is defined as a coastal flood zone with velocity
hazard (wave action) with base flood elevations (BFE) determined.

The FIS does not use any riverine flows from Sippican River or Weweantic River. The
elevations provided by the FEMA study are stillwater elevations derived from coastal flood
analysis to determine base flood elevations, which includes extreme tides and storm surge
with the addition of overland wave effects. The Weweantic River in the project area does not
contain a regulatory floodway as defined by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
According to the FIRM for the project area, the BFE at the bridges is between +18 and +19
feet (NAVDA88), as shown in Figure 5. Table 4 shows the parameters for the Coastal
Transect 167, just downstream of the bridge and the closest transect to the bridge, extracted
from Table 4 of the FIS (25023CV002D). The table list the flooding source as Buzzards Bay.

Figure 5. FEMA's FIRM for the Route 6 over Weweantic River
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Table 4. Coastal Transect 167 Parameters

Starting Wave
Conditions for the 1%
Annual Chance
Coastal
Transect

Flood

Source Peak

Wave
Period
(sec)

Significant
Wave
Height (ft)

Buzzards

167 20.57 *
Bay

*Not calculated for this Flood Risk Project

2.2 Proposed Conditions

FR

Project No. 605311

Starting Stillwater Elevations (ft NAVD88)
Range of Stillwater Elevations (ft. NAVDS88)

10% 4% 2% 1%
Annual | Annual | Annual | Annual
Chance | Chance | Chance | Chance

0.2%
Annual
Chance

+7.8 e +11.8 +13.7 +17.7

Based on the existing and future traffic volume projections for Route 6 roadway segment, the
decision was made to not widen the Route 6 corridor to provide additional vehicular capacity.
However, additional considerations include providing shoulders for extra space for emergency
vehicle or stopped vehicles, and additional room for pedestrians and handrails that separate
traffic from the sidewalks. Both proposed bridge designs call for four 11-foot lanes, a 4-foot
shoulder on each side, and a 10-foot shared use path (SUP) on both the upstream and
downstream sides of the bridge. The existing abutments and pier footings of the existing

bridges will be cutoff and left in place.

Proposed Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 is two spans (one @ 74’ and one @ 62’) with one
complex pier that consists of six, four-foot pile columns, two pile caps (one for every three
columns), and six, five-foot drilled shafts. The bridge is designed to provide a vertical
clearance of approximately 8-feet 4-inches above the mean high water surface elevation

(MHW EL = +1.65").

Proposed Bridge W-06-016 is three spans (one @ 56’, one @ 72’, and one @ 56’) with two
complex piers that each consist of six, four-foot pile columns with two pile caps (one for every
three columns), and six, five-foot drilled shafts. The bridge is designed to provide a vertical
clearance of approximately 8-feet 6-inches above the mean high water surface elevation

(MHW EL = +1.65").
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3 Data Collection

3.1 Elevation Data

Elevation data used in developing numerical models for the hydraulic study was obtained from
several sources. The data used in the hydraulic analyses is shown in Figure 6 and is further
discussed below. All data was obtained with or converted to the North American Vertical
Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) in U.S. Survey Feet.

Legend

. Site Survey

Figure 6. Project Elevation Data

3.1.1 NOAA CUDEM

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) houses the Continuously
Updated Digital Elevation Model (CUDEM) online, which is available for download to the
public. The CUDEM is a ninth arc-second 9 (~3 meters) resolution bathymetric-topographic
dataset and was used as the primary elevation data source, as it can be downloaded for
large areas along the coast (CIRES, 2023).
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3.1.2 Project Survey Data

Survey elevation data was collected for the roadway and bridge by Surveying and Mapping
Consultants on 3/18/2018. Additional bathymetric survey was provided by MassDOT on
2/7/2024.

The existing elevation data at the bridges containing the bathymetric survey, additional
LiDAR, and the survey of the roadway and causeway is shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Elevation Data at the Bridges

3.2 Sediment Sampling Results

Sediment Sampling completed in 2018 by Haley Aldrich was provided to HDR. The median
bed-material sediment particle size, the size larger than 50% of the sediment particles, also
known as the Dsg, from each sample taken at the bridges are listed in Table 5 and Table
6 below.

These D5, values were used to calculate an average D5, at each bridge. Certain soil samples
were omitted from the calculation of the average D5y value because they appeared to be
outliers and are likely not representative of the channel bottom. The average D5, at Bridge M-
05-001 and Bridge W-06-016 was determined to be 0.5 mm and 0.4 mm, respectively.

A D5 of 0.4 mm was used in the scour calculations for both bridges in order to be
conservative and consistent.
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Table 5. Marion - Bridge M-05-001 Sediment Soil Sampling

Marion — Bridge M-05-001

Channel at the Upstream 0-2 feet
Face of the Bridge
4-6 feet
(BB-3)
8-10 feet
Channel at the 0-2 feet
Downstream Face of the
Bridge 4-6 feet
(BB-4) 10-11.7 feet
Upstream of the Channel .
3-9 inches

(55-1)

Marion Overbank 0-12 inches

Average D50 =

0.37

0.60

0.73

2.3*

1.7 *

1.05 *

0.37

0.43

0.50 mm
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Table 6. Wareham - Bridge W-06-016 Sediment Soil Sampling

Wareham — Bridge W-06-016

0 - 2 feet

Channel at the Upstream

45 - 6.5 feet 475 *
Face of the Bridge ee
(BB-9) 6.5 - 8.5 feet 0.02
12.5 - 14.5 feet 0.01
Channel at the 0 - 2 feet 5.00 *
Downstream Face of the
Bridge 4 - 6 feet 0.43
(BB-10) 8 - 10 feet 0.73
Upstream of the Channel .
3-9inches 0.50
(SS-2)
Wareham Overbank 0 - 1 feet 0.22
Average D50 = 0.40 mm
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4 Engineering Methods
4.1 Hydrologic Analysis

The project’s drainage basin was not studied in the NFIP, and a large percentage of the
watershed falls in an undefined region of USGS’s website application, StreamStats.

The USGS Scientific Investigations Report (SIR) 2016-5156 was used as a guide to calculate
the peak flood discharges. Table 7 shows the variables that were used to calculate the peak
flood discharges using equations from the SIR. Table 8 shows the peak flood discharges for
the 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, 200-, and 500-year return frequencies for riverine floods.

Table 7. Basin Characteristics

Basin Characteristic

Drainage Area, sq. miles 89.53
Storage, % of basin area consisting of open water and wetlands 25.13
Mean Basin Elevation, feet (NAVDS88) +83.90

Table 8. Summary of Peak Flood Discharges

Drainage 10% 4% 2% 1% 0.5% 0.2%
Area Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Total Flow (sq Chance Chance Chance Chance Chance Chance
miIe;) [10-yr] [25-yr] [50-yr] [100-yr] [200-yr] [500-yr]
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs)
Marion- 89.53 1,698 2,217 2,639 3,074 3,538 4,190
Wareham
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4.2 Relative Sea Level Rise Analysis

Relative sea level rise (RSLR) was assessed using the 2022 Sea Level Rise Technical
Report from NOAA. NASA developed a tool for viewing the results developed in the
NOAA report, which was applied to assess Relative Sea Level Rise at the Woods Hole,
MA gauge. The results from the sea level rise viewer are shown in Figure 8.

Median/Likely range

— [l Low

14 Intermediate Low
— [l Intermediate

12 — [l Intermediate High

High

SealLevel Change (ft)

2020 2040 2060 2080 2100 2120 2140

Figure 8. Relative Sea Level Change at Woods Hole, MA

The figure shows the relative sea level change for five scenarios. The five scenarios
relate to the risk for each curve, with “high” representing an extreme case (lower risk).
Based on discussions with MassDOT during a design meeting on August 8, 2023, for the
Dennis Yarmouth Bridge Project, the project team agreed to assume an “intermediate
high” risk level at year 2100 for the project analysis, which equates to 5.11 feet of RSLR.

4.3 Hydraulic Analysis
4.3.1 Riverine Hydrodynamic Analysis

A two-dimensional (2D) hydrodynamic numerical model was created to perform a hydraulic
analysis of the project site to determine water depths and velocities for scour evaluation. The
SRH-2D (Sediment and River Hydraulics 2D model) software, version 3.6.5, was chosen for
this evaluation because it contains a very robust solving routine and is a currently accepted
standard 2D modeling software for bridges. This software is recommended by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) for 2D hydraulic bridge analysis. The results were analyzed
using Aquaveo’s Surface Water Modeling Software (SMS), version 13.3.10.
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4.3.1.1 Horizontal and Vertical Datum

All riverine modeling was conducted in a horizontal datum of NAVD83 (2011) State Plane,
Massachusetts, in units of U.S. survey feet, and a vertical datum of NAVD88 in units of
U.S. survey feet.

4.3.1.2 Elevation Data

The elevation data used in the riverine hydrodynamic model consists of the CUDEM
downloaded from NOAA merged with the survey data provided, as discussed in Section 3.1
above. The SRH-2D model utilized two sets of elevation data: one for the existing
conditions and another for the proposed conditions.

4.3.1.2.1 Existing Conditions

The dataset depicting existing conditions underwent modifications to accurately portray
the pier footings at the existing bridges. This adjustment was implemented specifically
where the bathymetric data fell short of encompassing the top of the pier footing. Figure
9 shows the existing elevation data at the bridges.,

S

i !
* Existing Elevation Data (ft. NA
:13.0
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4.3.1.2.2 Proposed Conditions

The elevation data for the proposed conditions was altered to represent the intended
finished grade, proposed abutments, proposed concrete retaining walls, the projected
elevation for the top of the riprap, and the projected bank slopes underneath the bridge.
Figure 10 shows the proposed elevation data at the bridges.

i

N NI

b
i Proposed Elevation Data (ft.

:16.0
-13.0
-10.0

4.3.1.3 Model Domain

The first step in the 2D model development was determining the model domain, i.e., the
spatial extent of the modeled area. The model domain should be large enough that the
boundary conditions applied to the model are far enough away from the area of interest
that any anomalies, which may be caused by the boundary conditions, will not influence
model results in the area of interest. This can occur because the model results, such as
flow distributions, velocities, and water surface elevations at the boundaries, may be
inaccurate. Placing the model boundaries away from the area of interest enables these
irregularities to be worked out by the model from the area of interest. The extent of the
domain’s limits is shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. SRH-2D Model Domain Limits
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4.3.1.4 Land Use and Roughness Coefficients

Land use was analyzed to select roughness coefficients for the hydraulic analysis. Land
use was determined from aerial imagery and the National Landcover Database (NLCD).
The land use types and corresponding roughness coefficients, Manning’s n values, are
listed in Table 9. Figure 12 is a map detailing the limits of each land use type in the model
domain for the existing conditions. The existing materials coverage was duplicated and
altered at the bridge site to represent the proposed conditions. Figure 13 is a map detailing
the land use type at the bridges for the proposed conditions based on the proposed bridge
plans.

Table 9. Land Use Type Roughness Coefficient

Land Use Type Roughness Coefficient

Channel / Open Water 0.035

Wetlands 0.065

Road / Parking Lots 0.02
Developed Residential Areas 0.1
Buildings 0.18

Trees 0.15

Grass 0.045

Riprap Bank Protection 0.06

October 22, 2024 | 21



MASSDOT | Marion-Warham Bridges Over Weweantic River along Route 6
Project No. 605311

Land Use Type ‘
8| Open Water
._ =Y

Road/ParkinglLots
Developed Rsidential Area

Figure 12. Land Use Type Map in the Model Domain for the Existing Conditions
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Land Use Type

'Wetlands|

RipRap Bank Protection

Figure 13. Land Use Type Map at the Bridges for the Proposed Conditions
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4.3.1.5 Riverine Model Boundary Conditions

The riverine SRH-2D model consists of two inflow boundary condition locations, the
Weweantic River and the Sippican River, and one exit boundary condition into Buzzard’s
Bay. The locations of these model boundary conditions are shown in Figure 14 .

Figure 14. Riverine Model Boundary Conditions
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The inflow of the riverine SRH-2D model was controlled by two inflow boundary
conditions: Sippican River Inflow and Weweantic River Inflow. The Sippican River Inflow
and Weweantic River inflow boundary conditions (Inlet-Q in SRH-2D terminology) was
established approximately 0.6 and 1 stream miles (following the meandering channel)

upstream of the crossing, respectively.

The hydrology computed in Section 4.1 above was split into the Sippican River Inflow
and the Weweantic River Inflow based on the ratio of each river’'s drainage area to total
drainage area. The Sippican River and Weweantic River Inflows are listed in Table 10.

Table 10. Riverine SRH-2D Model Inflows

Year Sippican River Weweantic River
Inflow (cfs) Inflow (cfs)
2 289 550

50 %

20%

10 %

4%

2%

1%

0.5%

0.2%

5

10

25

50

100

200

500

458
585
764
910
1,059
1,219

1,444

870
1,113
1,453
1,730
2,014
2,318

2,746
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4.3.1.5.2 Outflow Boundary Conditions

The outflow boundary was established approximately 1.1 stream miles downstream of the
bridge crossings. A time series boundary condition (EXIT-H in SRH-2D terminology) was
applied at the outflow boundary condition. Tidal water levels were used as the exit
boundary condition for all AEP floods due to the bridges’ location in the coastal area. The
tidal water levels used in the exit boundary condition are from January 27 - January 31,
2024, at Woods Hole (8447930). These dates were chosen to represent recent, normal
tidal conditions. This information was found on NOAA'’s tides and currents website. The
tidal data used as the outlet in the SRH-2D riverine model is shown in Figure 15.

2.0 4

1.5

1.0 4

0.5 4

Exit WSE (ft. NAVDSS)

0.0 4

—-0.5

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Figure 15. Riverine SRH-2D Model Outlet Tidal Water Surface Elevations

4.3.1.6 Mesh Development

The next step in the 2D model development was the creation of two model meshes, one for
the existing conditions and one for the proposed conditions. The mesh is not only the
representation of the terrain surface used by SRH-2D, but also the framework for all the
model calculations. Therefore, the model mesh is critically important to the success of the
2D model.

The meshes were constructed so that the elements are larger in the fringes of the
floodplain and in higher elevations that are less likely to be wet during the model
simulations. The element density is generally the greatest at bridge openings. A denser
mesh (more nodes and elements) will lead to longer model runtimes, so the mesh should
be dense enough to produce acceptable results but not so dense to cause excessive
runtimes.

Stream channels are generally represented with quadrilateral elements that are usually
elongated in the direction of flow along the channels. Likewise, roadway embankments are
generally represented by quadrilateral elements, except adjacent to bridge openings. The
rest of the mesh is composed of triangular elements. Arcs, which function as breaklines in
the mesh, were drawn along the thalwegs of smaller channels to ensure that the channels
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were represented in the mesh. Arcs were also used to define significant breaks in
topography, and to adjust the mesh density.

It is good practice to use the SMS Mesh Quality display option to identify possible mesh
problem areas related to element interior angles, element connectivity, and adjacent
element size differential. An effort was made to resolve mesh issues related to element
interior angles and element connectivity. Adjacent element size differentials often occur at
the interface between rectangular patches and adjacent triangles, as well as near bridge
foundation elements, so these issues were generally discounted, as experience has shown
that they rarely cause problems with model simulations.

As mesh development progressed, it was checked for fidelity to the elevation data by
overlaying the contour lines over the mesh contour lines. There will necessarily be some
loss of detail of the mesh relative to the scatter data, since the mesh will typically be
significantly less dense than the underlying topography, most of which is based on the
LiDAR data. However, it is important to evaluate whether the mesh adequately depicts
significant topographic features that affect the flow.

Voids are used in the mesh in order to represent areas where there will be no flow, which is
common practice for an SRH-2D model. Voids were used to represent the sub-structure
and the buildings that are located in the additional LiDAR that was provided due to the
voids in the LIDAR dataset.

4.3.1.6.1 Existing Mesh

The existing mesh was used to run the simulations for the existing conditions. This mesh
uses the existing elevation data, as discussed in Section 4.3.1.2.1. The existing mesh
contained a total of 22,047 elements: 13,537 triangular elements and 8,510 quadrilateral
elements. Figure 16 the elevation contours of the mesh. Figure 17 shows the mesh
elevations and elements for the entire domain. Figure 18 shows the meshing and
elevation through the bridge opening.
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Figure 16. SRH-2D Existing Mesh Elevation
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Elevation (ft. NAVDS8)
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Figure 17. SRH-2D Existing Mesh Elevation Data with Elements
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4.3.1.6.2
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Figure 18. SRH-2D Existing Mesh Through the Bridge Openings

Proposed Mesh

The proposed mesh was used to run the simulations for the proposed conditions. This
mesh uses the proposed elevation data, as discussed in Section 4.3.1.2.2 . The proposed
mesh contained a total of 20,484 elements: 11,906 triangular elements and 8,578
quadrilateral elements. Figure 19 shows the elevation contours of the mesh. Figure 20
shows the mesh elevations and elements for the entire domain. Figure 21 shows the
meshing and elevation through the bridge opening.

For the proposed mesh, 3D structures were used to represent the proposed bridges. The
3D structure coverage is a new feature in SRH-2D that gives a better visualization of a
structure and generates plots of the water-surface elevations and flows at the structure.
The plots show the high chord of the bridge, the water-surface elevation at the bridge,
and displays how much flow that overtops the bridge, if applicable.

The bridge’s stationing, finished grade, or high chord, low chord, bridge width, and
substructure is input into the 3D structure coverage. The 3D structure coverage is
incorporated into the mesh generator and the simulations.

Due to the limitations with the new 3D structure coverage, the piers were represented as
one long pier, rather than six individual columns. Proposed Bridge M-05-001 and
proposed Bridge W-06-016 are shown in Figure 22.
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Figure 19. SRH-2D Proposed Mesh Elevation
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Figure 20. SRH-2D Proposed Mesh Elevation Data with Elements
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Figure 21. SRH-2D Proposed Mesh Through the Bridge Openings
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Figure 22. Proposed 3D Structures
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431.7

43.1.8

Model Sensitivity Analysis

A model sensitivity analysis was run on the existing 50-year riverine simulation. The
manning’s n value of the channel was increased and decreased by 25% (+0.00875 and -
0.00875) in order to determine if the model is sensitive based on the manning’s n value of
the channel. The maximum WSE at the upstream face (north side) of each bridge produced
from changing the channel manning’s n value are displayed in Table 11 below.

Table 11. SRH-2D Sensitivity Analysis - Channel Manning's n Value

Max WSE at the Upstream Face of the Bridge
(ft. NAVDSS)

Decreased Increased
. Channel n =
Bridge No. Channel n = 0.035 Channel n =
0.026 : 0.044
Bridge M-05-001 2.13 2.14 2.16
Bridge W-06-016 2.13 2.14 2.16

The sensitivity analysis shows the WSE at the bridge is not significantly affected when the
model’s manning’s n value of the channel is changed. Therefore, the model was deemed to
not be sensitive and is not dependent on the channel manning’s n value.

SRH-2D Riverine Model Results

The maximum water surface elevations (WSEs) were extracted at the upstream face of the
bridge (the north side) and the maximum velocities were extracted from the bridges. The
maximum water-surface elevations and maximum velocities for the existing conditions are
listed in Table 12. The 25-Year, 50-Year and 100-Year Riverine Velocities at the Existing
Bridges are shown in Figure 23, Figure 24, Figure 25, respectively. The maximum water-
surface elevations and maximum velocities for the proposed conditions are listed in Table
13. The 25-Year, 50-Yea,r and 100-Year Riverine Velocities at the Proposed Bridges are
shown in Figure 26, Figure 27, Figure 28, respectively.
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Table 12. SRH-2D Riverine Hydraulic Analysis for the Existing Conditions

Existing Bridge M-05-001 Existing Bridge W-06-016

Max Water- DS Max Water- Max

Surface Velocity at Surface Velocity at

Elevation the Bridge Elevation the Bridge

(ft. NAVDS8S) (ft/sec) (ft. NAVDS8S) (ft/sec)

10% 10 1,698 2.11 1.38 2.11 1.54
4% 25 2,217 2.13 1.62 2.13 1.82
2% 50 2,639 2.14 1.82 2.14 2.04
1% 100 3,074 2.16 2.03 2.16 2.27
0.2% 500 4,190 2.22 2.55 2.22 2.87
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Figure 24. Existing 50-Year Riverine Maximum Velocities
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Figure 25. Existing 100-Year Riverine Maximum Velocities

Table 13. SRH-2D Riverine Hydraulic Analysis for the Proposed Conditions

Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Proposed Bridge W-06-016

Max Water- Max Max Water- Max

Surface Velocity at Surface Velocity at
Elevation the Bridge Elevation the Bridge
(ft. NAVDS8S) (ft/sec) (ft. NAVDS8S) (ft/sec)

10% 10 1,698 2.11 1.29 2.11 1.42
4% 25 2,217 2.12 1.52 2.12 1.68
2% 50 2,639 2.14 1.70 2.14 1.88
1% 100 3,074 2.16 1.90 2.15 2.10
0.2% 500 4,190 2.22 2.40 2.21 2.65
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Figure 27. Proposed 50-Year Riverine Maximum Velocities
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Figure 28. Proposed 100-Year Riverine Maximum Velocities
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4.3.2 Coastal Hydrodynamic Analysis

A two-dimensional (2D) hydrodynamic numerical model was developed to perform a coastal
hydraulic analysis of the project site and nearby area to determine water depths and
velocities for scour evaluation and analyze hydrodynamic loads on the proposed structure.
The coastal hydraulic model was developed to compliment the riverine hydrodynamic model
in Section 4.3.1 to improve confidence in the selected design velocities. MIKE21
Hydrodynamic (HD) Flexible Mesh (FM) software was applied for this modeling effort.
MIKE21 HD FM is a state-of-the-art commercial software distributed by Danish Hydraulics
Institute (DHI). Numerical models developed with this software simulate hydrodynamics
based on oceanic tidal boundary conditions and meteorological forcing (wind and pressure).
Notably, this software is on the FEMA list of “Hydraulic Numerical Models Meeting the
Minimum Requirement of National Flood Insurance Program.” Models developed with this
software are 2D in the sense they simulate hydrodynamics using depth-averaged equations.

4.3.2.1 Horizontal and Vertical Datum

All coastal hydrodynamic modeling was conducted in a horizontal datum of NAD83 (2011)
State Plane, Massachusetts, in units of meters, and a vertical datum of NAVD88 in units of
meters.

4.3.2.2 Elevation Data

Elevation data for the coastal hydrodynamic model are discussed in Section 3.1.

4.3.2.3 Model Domain

The model domain for the coastal hydrodynamic modeling utilized two boundary conditions,
with one across Buzzards Bay (Offshore Boundary) and one within the Cape Cod Canal
(Channel Boundary). The Offshore Boundary location was chosen to include the -10-meter
(-32.8 feet) NAVD88 contour and is approximately 8 miles wide. The Canal Boundary was
placed across the Cape Cod Canal to allow for water flow in and out of the model domain.
The Cape Cod Canal is approximately -14 meters (-46 feet) NAVD88 deep and
approximately 0.15 miles wide. Interior land boundaries connect to the forcing boundaries
and extend beyond the furthest inland surge propagation extent1. The model domain is
shown in Figure 29. Topography and bathymetry around the project site are shown in
Figure 30.

" Model inland extent was based approximately on the +26 ft NAVD88 contour, which represents higher
elevations than the 500-year water surface elevation plus RSLR.
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Canal
Boundary

Offshore
Boundary

Figure 29. MIKE21 HD FM Model Domain
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Figure 30. Model Topography and Bathymetry around Project Site

Model elements were refined to capture both bathymetric and topographic features of
importance as well as anticipated hydrodynamic processes, such as changes in velocity.
Channels and flow pathways were developed with smaller element sizes, whereas open
water was developed with larger element sizes. This approach allows reduced model
computational time while resolving the features and processes important when
simulating the storm surge inundation and velocities. The mesh had a total of 150,565
elements ranging from approximately 36 to 5,000 square meters. Figure 31 shows the
mesh elements at the bridge site.
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Figure 31. MIKE21 HD FM Mesh at the Project Site

4.3.2.4 Model Boundary Conditions

Model forcing applied WSE time series at the offshore and channel boundaries while also
applying a time and spatially varying cyclonic wind field. The forcings were derived from
numerical modeling performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the North
Atlantic Comprehensive Coastal Study (NACCS). The USACE modeling assessed coastal
storm and flood risk in the U.S. North Atlantic Region using coupled ADCIRC and SWAN
modeling. The study developed synthetic tropical cyclones and used historical extratropical
events covering the region to perform basin scale numerical modeling covering subregions
of the Atlantic Ocean. The results of the modeling are available at “save points” throughout
the study area and can be downloaded from the USACE Coastal Hazards System (CHS
(dren.mil)). The save points located near the project site are shown in Figure 32.
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Figure 32. Save Point Locations from USACE NACCS near the
Project Site

Save points near the project site provide water surface elevation time series for all
modeled storms. Data from save point 9034, closest to the project site and within the
Weweantic River, was reviewed to select a storm to apply in the bridge hydrodynamic
modeling. Peak water levels extracted from all storms in the NACCS at Save Point 9034
were compared to the AEP water surface elevations (reference Section 2.1.4) to identify
a storm that represented a 25-year, 50-year and 100-year. Once a storm matching the
AEP value was found, a time series of the representative storm was chosen from save
points along the offshore boundary. Table 14 shows the save points and corresponding
water levels used for model forcing from the offshore boundary. Results from
extratropical events, or nor'easters, were also assessed, but the largest water surface
elevation produced by nor’easters was +7.0 feet NAVD88, which was nearly 7 feet
below the 100-year water surface elevation produced by tropical cyclones. Therefore,
the mode
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ling focused on tropical cyclones which produce the most conservative water surface
elevations.

Table 14. Offshore Boundary Model Forcings

AEP FEMA Water

. CHS CHS Water Level (ft
(Return Period) Level (ft
Storm ID NAVDS88)
NAVDSS)
4% (25-year) 10.1 511 10.1
2% (50-Year) 11.8 457 12.0
1% (100-Year) 13.7 1009 13.7

The Canal Boundary was placed across the Cape Cod Canal to maintain water flow
through the model domain. The Canal Boundary was forced using the storm surge
hydrographs from SP 9053 for all storms. Although the NACCS data were reported
relative to mean sea level, all modeling for this project was performed relative to
NAVDB88; therefore, the WSEs were converted to NAVD88 using factors provided by
USACE. The conversion factor from MSL to NAVD88 is -0.115 for SP 457, -0.1166 for
SP 9079, -0.1198 for SP 1566 and -0.1827 for SP 9053. To convert the time series to
NAVD88 the provided conversion factors were subtracted from the full water level time
series. Figure 33 shows the time series applied at the offshore and channel
boundaries for the 25-year, 50-year and 100-year WSEs.

Offshore Boundary Inputs

12 ‘
—25yr CHS Input
10 - { ——50yr CHS Input %
——100yr CHS Input
8 I8 il |

(o))
T

WSE (ft NAVD88)
~

2r :
0- L/ 3 :
‘ J . W
-2
-4 1 ! 1 1
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Model Timestep

Figure 33. Boundary Condition Timeseries
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Wind was also applied to the model. Through communications with USACE, the project
team obtained the wind time series data for the NACCS storms. The time series
included the storm center coordinates, radius of maximum wind, and central pressure
deficit. These parameters were used in DHI's Cyclone Wind Generation tool for
developing cyclonic wind fields. The resulting wind field files had spatially and
temporally varying winds representing synthetic storms for the 25-year, 50-year and
100-year AEPs. These wind fields were applied to the respective model runs.

Model runs were also performed for the RSLR condition discussed in Section 4.2. For
these model runs, WSEs for both boundary conditions were increased uniformly by
5.11 feet to account for RSLR.

4.3.2.5 Model Validation Run

Field data collection was not included in this modeling effort. However, an additional model
run was performed to help validate the model. The validation effort was performed using
Hurricane Sandy, which was the largest historical event modeled in the NACCS in terms of
peak WSE. The WSE at the offshore boundary and channel boundary used the time series
from Save Points 9079 and 9053, respectively, as described in Section 4.3.2.4. Because
Hurricane Sandy made landfall approximately 250 miles south of the project site, the wind
in the region of the model domain was relatively constant spatially. Therefore, a spatially
constant, but temporally varying, wind field was applied to the validation model.

Figure 34 shows a comparison of the MIKE21 validation model output to data extracted at
the project site and CHS point closest to the project site (SP 9034).

& Bridge Water Levels
T T

—CHS SP 9034 l
—Model Validation Results

10 ‘\ \ \ \ |

_0 “‘ ‘u E / \ \ \./ \/ |

WSE (ft NAVDS8)

-3 | I | | |
Oct 27 Oct 28 Oct 29 Oct 30 Oct 31 Nov 01
Model Time 2012

Figure 34. Comparison of MIKE21 Validation Model Output to CHS SP 9034
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The figure shows the model is close in replicating the CHS modeling in phase of water
surface oscillations. Overall water levels are seen to be slightly higher than the results from
the CHS model, approximately +0.4 feet at the peak water level. However, CHS SP 9034 is
located at the mouth of the Weweantic river with flow being less constricted than at the
bridge site, which could lead to the minor difference in results. In addition to comparing the
MIKE21 model to NACCS model data, the MIKE21 results were compared to high water
mark data published by the US Geological Survey (USGS). These comparisons are shown
in Table 15.

Table 15. Comparison of MIKE21 Model Results to USGS Mean High Water Marks
for Hurricane Sandy

X Y USGS MIKE21 Model
(State (State Recorded High Highwater

Plane, Plane, Water Mark Mark (ft

4.3.2.6

4.3.2.6.1

4.3.2.6.2

meters) meters) (ft NAVDS8S) NAVDS88)
Point 1 262776 832364 +5.7 +5.9

The comparison in Table 15 shows good agreement between the recorded and modeled
high water marks for Hurricane Sandy. The difference of 0.2 ft could be attributed to
inaccuracies in recording of the high-water mark elevations, small differences in horizontal
position, smaller local features present in real world that are not captured in the model, or
other model limitations. In addition, the WSE boundary conditions utilized NACCS model
results rather than measured data because no measured data were available at the model
boundaries. In the absence of actual recorded water levels at the model boundaries or
interior, the model appears to function well and was considered suitably validated.

Model Sensitivity Analysis

Because recorded observations were not available to perform a detailed model calibration
exercise, model sensitivity to bottom roughness and offshore storm surge amplitude was
conducted.

Bottom Roughness

For bottom roughness, a constant roughness value and variable friction layers were
tested. The base condition model roughness utilized a Manning’s number of 32, which is
the default setting. For the sensitivity analysis, constant Manning’s numbers of 40 and 45
were applied to the model domain. A variable friction layer was also tested, using a
Manning’s coefficient of 45 for all surfaces below MHHW and 25 for all above MHHW.
Note a higher Manning’s coefficient is a lower bed friction and is expected to yield higher
storm surge.

Water Surface Elevation

The offshore WSE boundary condition was increased and decreased by 20% to check
model velocity sensitivity to changes in the offshore water surface elevation.
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A summary of the comparisons for the sensitivity model runs is shown in Table 16. The
table shows current speed changes up to 21% at the bridge, with the highest current
speeds occurring for the sensitivity test with the Manning’s coefficient set to 45. Because
of the uncertainty with the lack of calibration data, production runs utilized the Manning’s
coefficient of 45 on all surfaces, which brought the greatest agreement between the
model and NACCS data.

Table 16. Summary of Model Sensitivity Runs

Peak Peak Flood Ebb
Peak WSE (ft Flood Ebb Current | Current
Model Runs NAVDSS) Current | Current Speed Speed
Speeds | Speeds % %
(ft/s) (ft/s) Change | Change
Base Model +13.3 4.3 7.0 -- -- --
+20 % Water Level +15.8 4.7 7.6 +18.8% +9.3% +8.6%
-20% Water Level +10.7 4.1 6.6 -19.5%  -4.7% -5.7%
Manning = 40 +13.6 4.3 8.0 +2.3% +0.0% +14.3%
Manning = 45 +13.7 4.5 8.5 +3.0% +4.7%  +21.4%
Manning = variable +13.7 4.5 8.5 +3.0% +4.7% +21.4%

* Percent change was compared with base model result.

4.3.2.7 Coastal Surge Model Results in MIKE21

The MIKE21 HD FM Model results were analyzed at both bridge channel openings. Figure
35 shows the current velocities extracted from the model for the 100-year model case. The
peak current velocity was 7.1 feet per second and occurred during the storm surge ebb as
the water was flowing back toward Buzzards Bay.

It should also be noted that the highest velocities during the flooding portion of the surge
events occurred during the 25-year event. This is likely a result of the surge beginning at a
WSE of -2.3 feet NAVD88, as seen in Figure 33, where the 50-year and 100-year start
from a WSE of +0.5 and -1.5 feet NAVD88, respectively. The lower WSE during the 25-
year event would cause a constricted water way within the Weweantic River and lead to
higher current velocities. Lower overall water level of this event could also lead to less
water flowing over land near the project site and force more water through the bridge
channel openings.
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Figure 35. Current Velocities for 100-Year Case

The peak WSE and peak current velocity for the flood and ebb conditions are summarized
in Table 17 for the various design conditions modeled. In both 50-year and 100-year
cases, the highest velocities occurred during the ebb portion of the surge event.

Table 17. Summary of Model Results at the Project Site

Peak Water
Level

(ft NAVD88)
25-year +9.6
50-year +12.0
100-year +16.0
RSLR 50-year +16.9
RSLR 100-year +21.0

4.3.2.8 Coastal Hydrodynamic Analysis in SRH-2D

Flood
Current

Velocity
(ft/s)

7.7
3.6
5.2
2.1

2.7

Ebb Current
Velocity

(ft/s)

5.1
3.8
7.1
3.9

7.4

The Coastal Hydrodynamic Analysis was finalized in SRH-2D in order to utilize the SRH-2D
bridge scour coverage tool to extract variables used to calculate the scour for the coastal
simulations. The SRH-2D mesh has higher resolution at the bridges than the MIKE21
mesh. Unlike the MIKE21 mesh, the SRH-2D mesh also has voids in the mesh that
represent the bridge piers, giving more realistic results. Due to the higher resolution and
the piers being represented in the mesh, the velocities at the bridges are expected to be
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higher in the SRH-2D model than in the MIKE21 model due to the greater constriction of
the bridge openings.

The coastal simulations were computed using the same SMS SRH-2D model that was
used to compute the riverine simulations, as previously discussed in Section 4.3.1. All
parameters, such as the existing and proposed meshes and material coverages remained
the same except the boundary conditions.

4.3.2.8.1 Coastal Surge Boundary Conditions in SRH-2D

WSEs and discharges were extracted from the MIKE21 model at the SRH-2D domain.
The inflow and outflow boundary condition locations are shown in Figure 36. The inflow
boundary conditions (Transect 1-3) were input into the model as a timeseries of flows
(Inlet-Q). The outflow boundary conditions (Transect 4-5) were input into the model as a
timeseries of water-surface elevations (Exit-H). Table 18 displays the maximum flows
and WSEs at the SRH-2D model domain. The maximum flood discharge listed in the
table is from the surge, when flow is coming from the South/East, flowing inland. The
maximum ebb flow listed in the table is when the surge has peaked and is flowing back
into Buzzards Bay.

transect #5
transect #4

W,

transect #3

Bridge W-06-016
transect #2
Bridge M-05-001

transect #1

Figure 36. Coastal Boundary Conditions in SRH-2D
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Table 18. Coastal Model Boundary Conditions

Transect 1 Transect 2 Transect 3 Transect Transect Transect
(Inlet Q) (Inlet Q) (Inlet Q) 4 (Exit H) | 5 (Exit H) | 6 (Exit H)

Case Max WSE | Max WSE | Max WSE
(ft. (ft. (ft.

NAVDS8) | NAVDSS) | NAVDSS)
25-year 58,550 44,011 446 721 1,300 2,167 Not Wet 9.79 9.54
50-year 31,072 33,2217 1,103 1,669 2,914 2,412 10.71 12.21 12.16
100-year 88,796 70,247 12,986 10,453 17,698 11,504  16.05 16.23 15.94
500-year 137,697 95,000 19,586 15,651 30,516 20,680  18.00 18.26 18.21

RSLR
33,546 55,833 4,784 10,010 17,944 3,313 17.27 17.16 17.08
50-year

= b:alroo' 11,0772 97,438 15,237 20,337 37,520 33,408  21.11 21.10 20.81
Rsb:::)o' 15,598 132,228 20,880 26,163 44,782 36,851  23.31 23.34 23.18

4.3.2.8.2 Coastal Surge Model Results in SRH-2D

The maximum WSE, and the maximum velocities from the flood and the ebb produced
from the coastal simulations for the existing conditions are displayed in Table 19. The
existing bridges are predicted to be in pressure flow with flows overtopping the high
chords of both existing bridges for all coastal surges evaluated except the 25-year event.

The 500-year coastal surge with and without RSLR was included in the SRH-2D
simulations but will not be included in the model results or scour analysis.

The maximum velocities that occur at the existing bridges from the 25-year, and the 50-
year and 100-year coastal surges with and wRSLRithout RSLR are shown in Figure 37
through Figure 41.

The maximum WSE, and the maximum velocities from the flood and the ebb produced
from the coastal simulations for the proposed conditions are displayed in Table 20.

The proposed bridges are predicted to be in pressure flow for all of the coastal surge
events evaluated except the 25-year event. Flow overtops the high chords of both
proposed bridges for all coastal surges evaluated except the 25-year and 50-year surge.
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Table 19. SRH-2D Coastal Surge Hydraulic Analysis for the Existing Conditions

Existing Bridge M-05-001 Existing Bridge W-06-016

Max Water- Max Flood Max Ebb Max Water- | Max Flood Max Ebb

Surface Velocity Velocity Surface Velocity Velocity
Elevation (ft. (ft/s) (ft/s) Elevation (ft. (ft/s) (ft/s)
NAVDS88) NAVDS88)
25-year 10.30 8.55 6.96 10.33 10.65 7.86
50-year 12.26 5.73 5.07 12.31 6.60 6.20
100-year 16.42 8.84 10.73 16.47 10.08 12.33
RSLR 15.40 NA NA 15.43 NA NA
25-year*
RSLR 17.13 6.25 7.14 17.13 7.09 10.98
50-year
RSLR 21.21 6.90 14.96 21.21 11.57 15.27
100-year

*The RSLR 25-year storm event was not evaluated using a numerical model

Table 20. SRH-2D Coastal Surge Hydraulic Analysis for the Proposed Conditions

Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Proposed Bridge W-06-016

Max Water- Max Flood Max Ebb Max Water- | Max Flood Max Ebb

Surface Velocity Velocity Surface Velocity Velocity
Elevation (ft. (ft/s) (ft/s) Elevation (ft. (ft/s) (ft/s)
NAVDSS8) NAVDSS8)
25-year 9.84 8.29 6.20 9.84 10.27 7.11
50-year 12.22 5.03 4.23 12.23 6.12 4.92
100-year 16.75 9.28 9.27 16.77 12.05 10.65
RSLR 14.94 NA NA 14.94 NA NA
25-year*
RSLR 17.16 5.97 6.92 17.16 7.00 8.17
50-year
RSLR 21.37 6.97 11.18 21.34 8.20 12.82
100-year

*The RSLR 25-year storm event was not evaluated using a numerical model
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Figure 40. Existing 50-Year RSLR Coastal Max Velocities
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Figure 41. Existing 100-Year RSLR Coastal Max Velocities

The structure plots of the proposed bridges generated from the SRH-2D 3D structure
previously discussed in Section 4.3.1.6.2 are shown below.

Figure 42 and Figure 43 display the WSEs produced from the coastal surges at Bridge
M-05-001 and Bridge W-06-16, respectively. Figure 44 and Figure 45 display the
discharge that overtops the high chord of Bridge M-05-001 and Bridge W-06-016,
respectively.

The 25-year and 50-year surges are not displayed in the WSE and discharge structure
plots because the SRH-2D 3D coverage only generates plots for simulations that
produce flows that overtop the high chord of the structure.

The 25-year coastal surge maximum velocities at the bridges occur when the surge is
flowing inland, and the bridges never go into pressure flow. The 50-year coastal surge
maximum velocities at the bridges occur when the surge is flowing inland, before the
bridge reaches pressure flow. The 100-year coastal surge maximum velocities at the
bridges occur when the surge is flowing inland and the bridges are in pressure flow, but
flow is not overtopping. The 50-year RSLR coastal surge maximum velocities occur
when the bridges are in pressure flow, and the flow is flowing back towards Buzzard’s
Bay. The 100-year RSLR coastal surge maximum velocities occur when the flow is
flowing back towards Buzzard’'s Bay after the bridges get out of pressure flow.

The maximum velocities that occur at the proposed bridges from the 50-year and 100-
year coastal surges with and without RSLR are shown in Figure 46 through Figure 50.
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Figure 42. Coastal WSE at Proposed Bridge M-05-001

Proposed 100-yr Coastal WSE
Proposed 500-yr Coastal WSE
Proposed 50-yr RSLR Coastal WSE
Proposed 100-yr RSLR Coastal WSE
Proposed 500-yr RSLR Coastal WSE
Proposed Bridge W-06-016 High Chord

20 4

—

=
o
s

30 20 50 60 70 80 % 100
Time (hrs)

Figure 43. Coastal WSE at Proposed Bridge W-06-016
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Figure 44. Coastal Flow Overtopping Proposed Bridge M-05-001
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Figure 45. Coastal Flow Overtopping Proposed Bridge W-06-016
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Figure 46. Proposed 25-Year Coastal Max Velocities
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Figure 47. Proposed 50-Year Coastal Max Velocities
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Figure 49. Proposed 50-Year RSLR Coastal Max Velocities
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Spectral Wave Modeling

A spectral wave numerical model was developed in the MIKE21 Spectral Wave (SW)
Flexible Mesh (FM) software to assess potential wave conditions at the proposed bridge
during present and future sea level conditions. MIKE21 HD FM is a state-of-the-art
commercial software distributed by Danish Hydraulics Institute (DHI) that simulates the
growth, decay and transformation of wind-generated waves and swell in offshore and coastal
areas. This model is 2D in the sense that it simulates hydrodynamics using vertically depth
averaged equations.

Horizontal and Vertical Datum

Spectral wave modeling was conducted in a horizontal datum of NAVD83 (2011) State
Plane, Massachusetts, in units of meters, and a vertical datum of NAVDS88, in units of
meters.

Elevation Data

Elevation data for the spectral wave model is discussed in Section 3.1.

Model Domain

During usual water level conditions, the Marion-Wareham bridge is shielded from wind
waves generated in Buzzards Bay. However, the peninsula of land that blocks wave action
is low in elevation and would be inundated during 100-year return period surge events.
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Figure 51 shows the approximate topographic contours associated with the 100-year and
100-year with RSLR storm events, estimated using FEMA’s 100-year AEP value.

Buzzards
Bay

Legeﬁd

100 vear with
RSLR

100 ye

Figure 51. Approximate Topographic Contours for the 100-year Surge with and
without RLSR.
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Based on the approximate extents of flooding during the return period water levels there
is potential for waves created within Buzzards Bay to reach the bridge. The
hydrodynamic model grid was adjusted to capture the longest fetch (approximately 8
miles from east southeast) anticipated to impact the project site. Portions of the grid that
would not factor into wave propagation towards the project site were removed to reduce
computational time. Overall resolution of the grid was kept the same as described in
Section 4.3.2.3. Figure 52 shows the adjusted grid used for the SW model.

Elevation (m NAVDEB)

Figure 52. MIKE21 SW Model Grid Extents

4.3.3.4 Model Forcing Conditions

This modeling effort was primarily focused on waves generated locally by wind within
Buzzards Bay and the Weweantic River. Due to the topography of the area and distance
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from the Atlantic Ocean, waves generated in the open ocean are unlikely to reach the
project site and were not modeled.

4.3.3.4.1 Wind

The 100-year wind speed were extracted from the ASCE Hazard Tool which displays
wind data from ASCE/SEI 7-22. This source of wind data provides the most up-to-date
and coordinated loading provisions for general structural design. The windspeeds
reported by ASCE are 3-second gust values measured 33 feet above ground level. To be
appropriately applied in the model, the windspeeds were converted to 45-minute
sustained winds using USACE guidance (USACE, 1984). Note that these windspeeds
also needed to be converted from overland to overwater windspeeds. Table 14
summarizes the conversion of the 100-year windspeeds. The model applied this wind
speed as a spatially and temporally uniform wind field at 10-degree increments from 70 to
200 degrees.

4.3.3.4.2 Water Level

Water levels in the model were set constant for the respective runs. SW modeling was
performed for the 100-year water surface elevation with and without RSLR. Table
22 shows the WSEs applied in the wave model.

Table 21. MIKE21 SW Model Windspeeds
Case Overland 3 sec | Openwater Overwater 3 sec 45 min Sustain
Gust (mph) Factor Gust (mph) Windspeed (mph)
25-year 85 1.1 94 63

100-year 104 11 115 78

Table 22. WSEs applied in MIKE21 SW Modeling

25-year +9.6
100-year +16.0
RSLR 100 year +21.0

4.3.3.5 Model Results

The significant wave heights were extracted on the downstream side of each bridge bent.
Table 23 compares the significant wave height between model runs. The largest wave
heights originated from the southeast at 120 degrees. The controlling wave heights and
their corresponding peak period and wave direction for each case are shown in Table 23.
Model results at each bridge bent were used in hydraulic loading calculations as discussed
in Section 4.5.
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Table 23. Comparison Between Models Runs

Cases Significant Wave Peak Period Wave Direction
Height (ft) (s) (deg)
2.5 2.8 130

25-year
100-year 4.3 33 120
RSLR 100-year 5.5 3.8 120

4.4 Maximum Water Surface Elevation

Following AASHTO guidelines, the wave crest elevation was calculated by assuming 70% of
the maximum wave height lies above the maximum surge elevation. AASHTO also
approximates that the maximum wave height is the significant wave height (H;) times a factor
of 1.8. The results for the maximum wave crest elevations for the different conditions is shown

in Table 24.

Table 24. Maximum Wave Crest Elevation for All Scenarios

Still Water Maximum Maximum Wave
Level (ft Wave Height | Crest Elevation
NAVD88)! (ft) (ft, NAVDSS)
25-year +9.6 2.5 4.5 +12.8
100-year +16.0 4.3 7.7 +21.4
100-year w/ RSLR +21.0 5.5 9.9 +27.9

1 Still water level taken from the MIKE21 HD Model results.

2 H, taken from the MIKE21 SW model results.

4.5 Hydraulic Loadings

Hydraulic loadings from waves and currents were computed for the proposed bridge designs
at each of the 3 bents. The typical sections for bridge loading analysis are shown in Figure 53
through Figure 56. The bridge loading analysis followed AASHTO Guidelines for Bridges
Vulnerable to Coastal Storms (BVCS) (AASHTO, 2008). BVCS provides an approach for
evaluating loadings on the superstructure and the substructure, both of which were computed
for this assessment. For Weweantic River, all hydraulic conditions were perpendicular to the
bridge, so longitudinal loads were not included in the analysis. Table 25 summarizes the
hydraulic input in the model runs.
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Table 25. Hydraulic Conditions Applied in Loading Analysis

Still Water Level (ft

Current Velocity*

Loading Case NAVDSS) Hs (ft) Tp (s) (ft/s)
25-year +9.6 2.5 2.8 7.8
100-year w/ RSLR +21.0 5.5 3.8 7.5

* Direction is considered perpendicular to the bridge in line with wave action

The complete hydraulic loadings are provided in Appendix F. A summary of the maximum
forces is provided in Table 26. The analysis provides two superstructure loading conditions:
(1) the maximum vertical force with the accompanying horizontal force and (2) the maximum
horizontal force and the accompanying vertical force. Each of these conditions should be
evaluated independently. All loadings account for a 1.75 wave load factor as recommended in
BVCS.

Table 26. Summary of Hydraulic Loading Calculations

_ 25-yr Force 100-yr w/ RSLR Force

Superstructure Max.

Vertical Force 9.1 kips/ft 66.1 kips/ft
Superstructure Max. . .

Horizontal Force 1.2 kips/ft 5.8 kips/ft

Substructure Max. Force 320.3 kips 307.1 kips

*Loadings in table include a 1.75 load factor as recommended in AASHTO BVCS (2008)
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5

5.1

Scour Analysis

A scour analysis for the proposed structures was performed in accordance with the guidelines
set forth by the FHWA through their publication, Hydraulic Engineering Circular Number 18,
Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition (HEC-18). Using the parameters provided by SRH-
2D hydraulic model and MIKE21, total scour of the proposed bridges was estimated for the 50-
year and 100-year riverine floods, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year coastal floods, and the 50-
year and 100-year coastal floods with RSLR. Scour was analyzed for the 25-year coastal flood
event due to flow velocities exceeded those of the 50-year coastal flood. This comparison was
conducted to determine if the scour is greater for the 25-year flood compared to the 50-year
flood, given that the 25-year flood produced higher velocities. It was determined that the 25-
year coastal flood event did produce higher scour estimations.

The results of the scour calculations based on this methodology do not account for the bed
hardening from previous scour countermeasures and are therefore highly conservative. The
following section describe the different components of scour which were analyzed to
determine the maximum scour prism for each bridge.

SRH-2D'’s bridge scour coverage was used to export variables used to calculate scour. The
bank arcs at the proposed bridges are located near the existing abutments will be cut off.

Determination of which timestep to obtain data from the numerical model is paramount when
an unsteady flow model, such as the coastal model, is used. These large surge events were
evaluated to determine when the parameters should be extracted for the calculations. Scour
was estimated for three different conditions: maximum velocity before the bridges were in
pressure flow, once the bridges were in pressure flow but before overtopping of the structures,
and maximum WSE. The timestep chosen was the one that produced the maximum velocity at
each of the bridges. The resulting scour estimations from this condition is detailed below.

Historical Scour

As previously mentioned, these bridges have a history of scour issues, and there are currently
scour holes upstream and downstream of both bridges. Bridge plans of the previous bridges at
this location were reviewed. This included plans from 1901, 1929, and 1956. It was concluded
that the lengths of the bridges have not changed much over time. There has also been a
hardening of the channel under the bridge as riprap is called out in multiple plans. Review of
the bridge inspection reports reveal the bridges are scour critical.

MassDOT provided a bathymetrical survey for the project area showing the bed of the channel
has scour holes upstream and downstream of both bridges, with the more severe of the two
being W-06-016. On the Sippican modeled reach, the average bed elevation is approximately
-5.8 feet upstream and -8.6 feet downstream. The scour hole upstream of Bridge M-05-001 =
W-06-013 has a maximum depth of approximately -20.0 feet, and the downstream scour hole
is approximately -18.7 feet. This equates to approximately 10 to 14 feet of scour.

On the Weweantic modeled reach, the average bed elevation is approximately -5.8 feet
upstream and -10.2 feet downstream. The scour hole upstream of Bridge M W-06-013 has a
maximum depth of approximately -31.3 feet, and the downstream scour hole is approximately
-28.2 feet. This equates to approximately 22 to 26 feet of scour.
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Figure 57 shows where bathymetric profiles were extracted from the elevation data for the
surveyed reach of the Sippican (RED) and Weweantic (BLUE) Rivers. Figure 58 shows the
elevation profile for the Sippican River. Note the scour holes located upstream and
downstream of Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013. Figure 59 shows the elevation profile for the
Weweantic River. Note the scour holes located upstream and downstream of Bridge W-06-
016. The rise at the bridges in both profile plots are likely the hardening of the channel
previously mentioned. Riprap placed years ago appears to have hardened the bed underneath
the bridges while contraction scour has eroded the surrounding areas.
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Figure 57. Location of Bathymetric Profiles
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Figure 58. Sippican River Surveyed Reach
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Figure 59. Weweantic River Surveyed Reach
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5.2 Long-term Degradation

Due to expedition of this analysis and lack of data, long-term degradation at the bridge sites
was not considered.

5.3 Contraction Scour

Contraction scour occurs as a wide flow area is constricted to a narrower, confined flow area.
As the flow enters this confined area, velocities increase, causing scour in the constricted
area. There are two types of contraction scour: Horizontal and Vertical. Horizontal contraction
scour can also be split into two categories: Clear-Water and Live-Bed. Depending on which
event is being considered, the appropriate type of contraction scour was calculated for that
event.

The maximum velocity used in the calculations occurred either before or after pressure flow
occurred. Therefore, only horizontal contraction scour is estimated in this report.

HEC-18 describes four conditions in which contraction scour can occur at bridges depending
on if there is overbank flow or relief bridges. However, the main factor of these condition is
whether there is active movement of sediment in the flow, i.e. if the condition is Clear-Water
(CW) or Live-Bed (LB).

The Clear-Water condition is defined as flow upstream of the bridge is not actively transporting
sediment, hence the water is clear. This occurs when the flow is not actively transporting
sediment from the upstream reach to the downstream reach, or the sediment that is being
transported is mostly in suspension at a lower capacity than the allowed by the flow. This
condition is most common in overbank situations and relief bridges.

The Live-Bed condition is defined as flow upstream of the bridge is actively transporting
sediment, hence the stream bed is actively changing. This occurs when the velocity of the flow
is great enough to dislodge and/or move sediment from the upstream reach and through the
bridge section. This condition is most common in the main channel of a watercourse.

Contraction scour depths may be limited by armoring, which may be the case for these two
sites. If it is concluded the bed is armored, HEC-18 recommends calculating both Live-Bed
and Clear-Water conditions and taking the smaller of the two values.

It should be noted that the soil samples obtained from the site have an average Ds, of 0.40.
This size was used in the scour calculations.

Horizontal contraction scour depths at each proposed bridge for the 50-year and 100-year
riverine floods, 25-year, 50-year, 100-year coastal floods, and 50-year and 100-year coastal
floods with RSLR are shown in Table 27.
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Table 27. Contraction Scour

Contraction Scour Depth (ft) Proi;la-s::- : (;lldge Prom:;:t_jol?lgdge
0 0

50-Year Riverine

100-Year Riverine
25-Year Coastal
50-Year Coastal
100-Year Coastal

50-Year RSLR Coastal

100-Year RSLR Coastal

5.4 Local Pier Scour

Local pier scour was estimated on each pier for the proposed bridge using the procedures
outlined in Chapter 7 of HEC-18. This method is appropriate for both clear-water and live-bed
scour conditions. It should be noted again that the HEC-18 pier scour equation does not
consider the hardening of the stream bed beneath the bridges, and is therefore, likely
conservative.

The substructure of the intermediate bents of the proposed bridges consists of piers above the
pile cap supported by drilled socket piles. This configuration would normally be considered a
complex pier. However, complex pier scour equations in HEC-18 were developed for a group
of piles with multiple columns, whereas the proposed Marion-Wareham bridges consist of a
single column of piles. Therefore, it was determined that simple pier (multiple columns skewed
to flow) scour equations (Section 7.6 of HEC-18) would be used to estimate the local pier
scour at the intermediate bents of the bridges.

Instead of using the diameter of the piers (4 feet) in the scour calculations, the diameter of the
piles (5 feet) was used in the scour calculations. This is considered a more conservative
approach.

Local pier scour depths at each pier of the bridge for 50-year and 100-year riverine floods, 25-
year, 50-year, and 100-year coastal flood, and 50-year and 100-year coastal flood with RSLR
are shown in Table 28.
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Table 28. Local Pier Scour

Proposed Bridge Proposed Bridge
Local Pier Scour Depth (ft) M-05-001 W06-016
| Perl | Perl | Perz
4.59

10.19 4.69

50-Year Riverine

100-Year Riverine 4.30 10.70 4.88

25-Year Coastal 14.82 17.60 15.80

50-Year Coastal 13.59 15.52 15.48

100-Year Coastal 8.40 18.70 7.92

50-Year RSLR Coastal 8.18 15.90 10.36

100-Year RSLR Coastal 11.53 19.83 13.18

5.5 Local Abutment Scour

Chapter 8 of HEC-18 outlines various methodologies for estimating local scour at abutments.
The NCHRP 24-20 methodology is the preferred methodology and was utilized to estimate the
local abutment scour of the bridge. FHWA has recently announced that the other methods
tend to be overly conservative and should no longer be used to estimate abutment scour
depth.

The NCHRP 24-20 abutment scour equations were used to estimate the scour at the
abutments. However, it should be noted that there are no abutment scour equations in current
HEC-18 methodologies. Pressure flow is considered an extreme case, and an abutment scour
countermeasure is recommended.

The NCHRP 24-20 method predicts the total scour at the abutment, i.e., both the contraction
scour and the localized abutment scour components combined. Either clear-water or live-bed
NCHRP 24-20 abutment scour equations are used based on the appropriate conditions.

The NCHRP 24-20 abutment scour method consider three different scour condition types.
Types a and b consider the proximity of the abutment to the channel, while type c is the scour
condition resulting from failure of the roadway embankment approach. For this analysis, only
types a and b were considered. More specifically, HEC-18 describes type a scour as occurring
when the abutment is in or close to the main channel, and type b scouring as occurring when
the abutment is set back from the main channel. Evaluating the cross-sectional opening at the
bridges shows there is no sign of a floodplain evident. Therefore, the abutment is close to the
channel, and type a abutment scour calculations were used.

The proposed bridges are designed with vertical wall abutments. Therefore, the NCHRP 24-20
scour amplification factor figure for vertical/wingwall abutments was used to estimate the
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abutment scour. The abutment arcs in the SRH-2D bridge scour coverage, which determine
where the variables from the equation are obtained, are located near the permanent abutment
sheeting.

The vertical wall abutments did not get wet during the riverine floods evaluated; therefore,
there is no abutment scour for the 50-year and 100-year riverine events evaluated.

Local abutment scour values for the 50-year and 100-year riverine flood, 25-year, 50-year, and
100-year coastal flood, and the 50-year and 100-year coastal flood with RSLR are shown in
Table 29.

Table 29. Local Abutment Scour

Proposed Bridge Proposed Bridge
NCHRP Abutment Scour M-05-001 W06-016

Depth (ft) West East West East
Abutment Abutment Abutment Abutment
0 0 0 0

50-Year Riverine

100-Year Riverine 0 0 0 0
25-Year Coastal 42.93 43.30 4591 45.88
50-Year Coastal 31.75 32.05 44.07 44.07

100-Year Coastal 40.43 40.69 37.80 37.63

50-Year RSLR Coastal 30.81 31.12 45.73 45.70

100-Year RSLR Coastal 39.23 39.18 52.99 5291

5.6 Wave Scour

Wave scour is typically not a controlling factor in unless subject directly to waves from the
open ocean. Due to this reason and the expedition of this analysis, wave scour was not
calculated for this project.

5.7 Total Scour

The summation of long-term degradation, local scour, and contraction scour provides a total
scour depth estimation. For this site, long-term degradation was deemed negligible and is
therefore not considered in this summation. After evaluating and comparing the scour values
based on the riverine conditions and the coastal surge events with and without RSLR, it was
determined that the coastal events generate more scour than the riverine flows. Table 30 and
Table 31 show the total scour depths calculated at proposed Bridge M-05-001 and proposed
Bridge W-06-016, respectively.
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Table 30. Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Total Scour Depths

50-Year
e Riverine
. Total
Bridge Scour
M-05-001 Depth
(ft)
West 0
Abutment
Pile 1 4.59
East 0
Abutment

Table 31. Proposed Bridge W-06-016 Total Scour Depths

50-Year
et Riverine
. Total
Bridge Scour
W-06-016 Depth
(ft)
West 0
Abutment
Pile 1 10.19
Pile 2 4.69
East 0
Abutment

5.8 Scour Summary

100-Year
Riverine
Total

Scour
Depth
(ft)

100-Year

Riverine
Total
Scour
Depth

(ft)

10.70

4.88

25-Year
Coastal

Total

Scour
Depth

(ft)

42.93

38.95

43.30

25-Year
Coastal

Total
Scour

Depth

(ft)

45.91

41.28

39.48

45.88

50-Year
Coastal

Total

Scour
Depth

(ft)

31.75

26.92

32.05

50-Year
Coastal

Total
Scour

Depth

(ft)

44.07

34.05

34.02

44.07

100-Year
Coastal

Total
Scour

Depth

(ft)

40.43

32.45

40.69

37.80

35.66

24.89

37.63

50-Year
Coastal
RSLR
Total
Scour
Depth
(ft)

30.81

23.40

31.12

50-Year
Coastal
RSLR
Total
Scour
Depth
(ft)

45.73

39.58

34.04

45.70

100-Year
Coastal
RSLR
Total
Scour
Depth
(ft)

39.23

31.93

39.18

100-Year
Coastal
RSLR
Total
Scour
Depth
(ft)

52.99

46.60

39.95

52.91

The 25-year coastal flood produces more total scour than the 50-year coastal flood and the
100-year coastal flood for Bridge M-05-001. The 25-year coastal surge begins at a low tide
while the other events begin at a mid to high tide. As a result, the 25-year event creates less
overland flow and therefore constricts the flow, increasing the velocities. The lower water level
in the 25-year event is estimated to create a deeper scour hole than a higher water level with

the same velocity.
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Since the more recurring 25-year coastal flood produces scour depths that exceed the 50-year
and 100-year coastal scour events with and without RSLR, the 25-year coastal flood will
effectively serve as the scour design event and the scour check event for Bridge M-05-001.

However, for Bridge W-06-016, the scour design event was also determined to be the 25-year
coastal event without RSLR, but the scour check event was determined to be the 100-year
with RSLR since the estimated scour depths are greater and should govern the design.

It is recommended that the piles of the bridges are constructed to be deeper than the scour
depth estimations of the scour design and check flood events.

The top-width of a local scour hole ranges from 2.0 to 5.6 times the depth of the local scour,
depending on site characteristics. HEC-18 suggests using 4.0 times the depth of the of the
scour hole to represent the top-width for practical purposes. This equates to a scour having
2H:1V side-slopes when plotted. When all scour is plotted, there may be overlapping of these
holes. This results in indeterminate scour, which may possibly result in deeper scour than the
independent estimates at one or the other. Therefore, HEC-18 recommends evaluating for this
overlap, and if it exists, the design should be reevaluated. When the scour holes are plotted,
the pier and the abutment scour holes do overlap.

The scour elevations should be determined by subtracting the total scour depth from the
minimum ground elevation at each bent.

Table 32 and Table 33 display the maximum scour value component calculated from each
flood and the design total scour depth for Bridge M-05-001 and Bridge W-06-016, respectively.
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Table 32. Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Scour Summary

Contraction Maximum Local Long Term Maximum Design Total Design Total
Return Frequency Scour Pier Scour Degradation Abutment Scour Abutment Scour Pier Scour
(ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft)
Riverine
50-Year 0 4.59 NA 0 0 4.59
Riverine
100-Year 0 4.30 NA 0 0 4.30
Coastal
24.13 14.82 NA 43.30 43.30 38.95
25-Year
Coastal 13.33 13.59 NA 32.05 32.05 26.92
50-Year
Coastal 24.05 8.40 NA 40.69 40.69 32.45
100-Year ’ : ’ ’ ’
Coastal
50-Year RSLR 15.22 8.18 NA 31.12 31.12 23.40
Coastal
20.40 11.53 NA 39.23 39.23 31.93

100-Year RSLR

NA — Not Applicable
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Table 33. Proposed Bridge W-06-016 Scour Summary

Contraction Maximum Local Long Term Maximum Design Total Design Total
Return Frequency Scour Pier Scour Degradation Abutment Scour Abutment Scour Pier Scour
(ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft) (ft)
Riverine
50-Year 0 10.19 NA 0 0 10.19
Riverine
100-Year 0 10.70 NA 0 0 10.70
Coastal
23.68 17.60 NA 45.91 45.91 41.28
25-Year
Coastal
18.53 15.52 NA 44.07 44.07 34.05
50-Year
Coastal 16.97 18.70 NA 37.80 37.80 35.66
100-Year ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Coastal 23.68 15.90 NA 45.73 45.73 39.58
50-Year RSLR ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Coastal
26.77 19.83 NA 52.99 52.99 46.60

100-Year RSLR

NA — Not Applicable
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6 Scour Countermeasure Recommendations

Since pressure flow occurs during the coastal storms evaluated, an abutment countermeasure
is required.

According to the MassDOT manual, the scour countermeasure for the abutments should be
designed for the scour check flood event. For scour countermeasure design purposes, 100-
year coastal surge without RSLR was used to design the abutment scour countermeasures at
both bridges. When using variables from the 100-year coastal surge with RSLR, the
countermeasure design would be overconservative and very costly.

The scour countermeasure design at the bridge abutments for the scour check flood event for
proposed Bridge M-05-013 and proposed Bridge W-06-016 are displayed in Table 38 and
Table 39, respectively.

Table 34. Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Scour Countermeasure Design at the
Bridge Abutments for the Scour Check Flood Event

Riprap Extend Riprap Extend along u/s
from Abutment and d/s of the
(ft) Embankment (ft)

Proposed
Bridge Class #
M-05-001

Riprap

Thickness (ft)

Proposed
Alternative 1

Table 35. Proposed Bridge W-06-016 Scour Countermeasure Design at the
Bridge Abutments for the Scour Check Flood Event

Riprap Extend Riprap Extend along u/s
from Abutment and d/s of the
(ft) Embankment (ft)

Proposed Riprap

Thickness (ft)

Bridge Class #
W-06-016

Proposed
Alternative 1

The gradation requirements for the scour countermeasure design for Bridge M-05-001 and
Bridge W-06-016 are displayed in Table 36 and Table 37, respectively.

October 22, 2024 | 80



MASSDOT | Marion-Warham Bridges Over Weweantic River along Route 6 I_)?
Project No. 605311

Table 36. Bridge M-05-001 Gradation Requirements for Riprap

% of Rock Equal or Range of Intermediate Range of Rock Mass,

Smaller by Count, Dx Dimensions, inches pounds

v 100 30.0 2,200

1\ 85 19.5-23.0 600 — 1,000
v 50 14.5-17.5 240-420
1\ 15 9.2-13.0 62 - 180

Table 37. Bridge W-06-016 Gradation Requirements for Riprap

% of Rock Equal or Range of Intermediate Range of Rock Mass,

Smaller by Count, Dx Dimensions, inches pounds

\'% 100 36.0 3,800

Vv 85 23.5-27.5 1,050-1,750
\'% 50 17.0-20.5 410-720
Vv 15 11.0-15.5 110-310

It is recommended that a geotextile filter layer is placed underneath the riprap. The riprap at the
abutments should be sloped at a minimum of 2H:1V.

HEC-23 states that the rock riprap thickness should be increased by 50% when it is placed
under water to provide for the uncertainties associated with this type of placement and that if an
abutment encroaches into the main channel, then a riprap toe or key should be considered.

7 Conclusions and Recommendations

The scour analysis for the proposed design of Bridge M-05-001=W-06-013 and Bridge W-06-
016 was performed using guidance set forth by FHWA. Observing the scour holes currently
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present at the bridges and knowing these equations have safety factors embedded into them,
the scour estimations provided in this report were deemed to be realistic for the events they
represent.

The conclusion of this analysis is the hardening of the bed appears to be currently preventing
scour under the bridge to the magnitude it is observed upstream and downstream. However,
there is no way to know how long this hardening will last. If this hardened layer, or a portion of
it which could cause a cascading affect, was somehow removed, the resulting scour
underneath the bridges would likely be deeper than existing scour holes upstream and
downstream of the bridges.

Therefore, this scour investigation of the proposed bridge designs recommends the proposed
bent piles should be placed to a depth below the scour and check-scour envelope, securely
embedded into bedrock.
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Table 38. Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Hydraulic Design Data

Proposed Bridge M-05-001 Hydraulic Design Data Estimated from SRH-2D Outputs

Drainage Area 89.5 sg. miles
Design Flood Discharge 12,523 cfs
Design Flood Annual Chance (Return Frequency) 25-Year Coastal (without RSLR)
Design Flood Velocity 8.29 (Flood) feet/sec
Design Flood Elevation 9.84 feet (NAVDSS)

Base (100-Year) Flood Data

Base Flood Elevation (no RSLR) 16.75 feet (NAVDS8S8)

Base Flood Elevation (RSLR) 21.37 feet (NAVD88)

Design Flood Scour Data

Scour Design Flood Annual Chance (Return 25-Year (scour depths

Frequency) exceed the 50-Year) Cese
Design Flood Abutment Scour Depth 43.30 feet
Design Flood Pier Scour Depth 38.95 feet

Check Flood Scour Data

Scour Check Flood Annual Chance (Return 25-year (scour depths
Coastal
Frequency) exceed the 100-Year)
Check Flood Abutment Scour Depth 43.30 feet
Check Flood Pier Scour Depth 38.95 feet

Flood of Record

Discharge N/A cfs
Frequency N/A year
Maximum Elevation N/A feet (NAVDS8S8)

Date N/A
History of Ice Floes N/A

NBIS inspection records used Item 113 = 3 field
review indicates action is required to protect
exposed foundations from effects of additional
erosion and corrosion.

Evidence of Scour & Erosion
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Table 39. Proposed Bridge W-06-016 Hydraulic Design Data

Proposed Bridge W-06-016 Hydraulic Design Data Estimated from SRH-2D Outputs

Drainage Area 89.50 sq. miles
Design Flood Discharge 20,320 cfs
Design Flood Annual Chance (Return Frequency) 25-year Coastal (without RSLR)
Design Flood Velocity* 10.27 (Flood) feet/sec
Design Flood Elevation* 9.84 feet (NAVDS8S8)

Base (100-Year) Flood Data

Base Flood Elevation (no RSLR) 16.77 feet (NAVDS8S)

Base Flood Elevation (RSLR) 21.34 feet (NAVDSS)

Design Flood Scour Data

25-Year (scour
Scour Design Flood Annual Chance (Return Frequency) depths exceed Coastal
the 50-Year)

Design Flood Abutment Scour Depth 45.91 feet
Design Flood Pier Scour Depth 41.28 feet
Scour Check Flood Annual Chance (Return Frequency) 100-year RSLR Coastal
Check Flood Abutment Scour Depth 52.99 feet
Check Flood Pier Scour Depth 46.60 feet

Flood of Record

Discharge N/A cfs
Frequency N/A year
Maximum Elevation N/A feet (NAVD88)

Date N/A
History of Ice Floes N/A

NBIS inspection records used Item 113 =3
field review indicates action is required to
protect exposed foundations from effects of
additional erosion and corrosion.

Evidence of Scour & Erosion
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This map is for use in administering the National Flood Insurance Program. It does
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should not be used as the sole source of flood elevation information. Accordingly,
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between cross sections. The floodways were based on hydraulic considerations with
regard to requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program. Floodway widths
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Based on updated topographic information, this map reflects more detailed and
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Profiles and Floodway Data tables for multiple streams in the Flood
Insurance Study Report (which contains authoritative hydraulic data) may reflect
stream channel distances that differ from whatis shown on the map. Also, the
road to floodplain relationships for unrevised streams may differ from what is
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Corporate limits shown on this map are based on the best data available at the time
of publication. Because changes due to annexations or de-annexations may have
occurred after this map was published, map users should contact appropriate
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eXchange (FMIX) at 1-877-FEMA-MAP (1-877-336-2627) or visit the FEMA
website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip.
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Sample Description
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Sample
No.
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% +3"

0.0

0.0
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Expl.
No.
BB-4
BB-4
BB-4

Remarks:

0| Dark gray well-graded sand with gravel
] Yellow silty sand with gravel
A Tan silty sand with gravel
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ALBRICH

TEST DATE: 4/23/2018

ORGANIC CONTENT RESULTS
FILE No.: 40991-005
PROJECT: Bridge No. M-05-001 = W-06-013
Marion and Wareham, Massachusetts
EXPL. No.: BB-6
SAMPLE No.: S07
DEPTH (ft.): 29.0-31.0

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION: Dark brown organic silt with sand

"AS RECEIVED" WATER CONTENT

WT CONT. + WET SAMPLE (g) 124.74
WT CONT. + DRY SAMPLE (g) 87.51
WT CONTAINER (g) 15.87
MOISTURE CONTENT (%) 52.0
LOSS ON IGNITION
WT CONTAINERS + OVEN DRY SAMPLE BEFORE COMBUSTION (g) 44.2752
WT CONTAINERS + OVEN DRY SAMPLE AFTER COMBUSTION (g) 43.8745
WT CONTAINER (CRUCIBLE + B CAN) 31.4815
ORGANIC CONTENT (%) 3.1

J:\Lab\GEOSYSW\40991-005.GEO\[BB-6 S07 Org Content.xIs]Data Report
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Medium

HAHEGicH| GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

Sample Description

WL

6.5
14.0

Coarse

Fine
18.7
23.8
Depth
(m.)
0.0-2.0ft.
4.5-6.5 ft.

% Gravel

Coarse
0.0

315

Sample
No.
S01
S03

100

0.0
0.0

% +3"

Expl.
No.
BB-9
BB-9

Remarks:

O|Light brown poorly graded gravel with silt and sand
] Dark gray poorly graded sand with silt and gravel
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LIQUID AND PLASTIC LIMITS TEST REPORT

60 = V4
Dashed line indicates the approximate
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Scientific Investigations Rport 2016-5156 USGS Magnitude of Flood Flows at Selected Annual
Exceedance Probabilites for Streams in Massachusetts

Magnitude of Flood Flows at Ungaged Streams

Development of regional flood flow equations:
-compilation of basin characterisitics
-exploratory analysis to evaluate the best explanatory variables and their transformations

-use of robust regression methods to develop the final equations and uncertainty of the estimates

';;}u 2 = [0

Basin Ch teristi N Ranges of selected basin characteristic values] Value used for
asin Characteristic ame . . .
considered in the development of equations Calculations
Minimum Mean Maximum
Drainage Area, sq. miles
DRNAREA 0.16 52.8 512 89.5
(untransformed)
Storage, % of basin area in open
LCO6STOR 0 9.14 32.3 25.1
water and wetlands
Mean Basin elevation, ft ELEV 81 758 1949 83.9
[ r - ]
1.63 140, 8015 bomy o | DENAREA 0, 5890, 00H > ."j,.i-ulml LI37=0.01<{ LCMGSTOR) |, (2
., =10 '
T r g -
LB 1L TR = loy o DENAREA |+L6d 10,0 = % 1. 132w 0] L '-'lﬁ.*-'.TEJRI], (3]
o, =10 -
;oL a |
190, TH oyl DRENAREA |0, 6H2100 | -“-:I;-.,:|-aj.;4 112060 0,0 ] DCTMSTEAR) ey
o, =10 o
2 0RE0.T T S lengg | ERR AR A -0, T 2550, 00 - 1"',‘3':_}:__1 L1 2L 0Vl LOBSSTEIR | ()
Q, =10 : |
I C ELEV 1 .
2 182+0. 7T Ixlogy o DENAREA |0, 760000 b« *J-'-;uu L1 30,0 | LOMBSTOR i)
s
=10
i: 254-+40. T6 Tocbongy o DRNAREA 0. 700,001 ‘II.‘J:-cI..l:-q 1 'I‘-'-'.-'I:'1H.-'|_."-:'-'-'r-.“.'ZI'J.?'.‘\.'lJ. (7
4 el
=11 -
232500, Thdwlogy o ERRNABEA 0,8 1 o), (03 ] ",:h'zl;:_” P48 0l LOWSSTORE angd (B
- =110 - -
2 408+0. T60bagy o DIRNAREA p+0.849:0,001: ,'I',’:_c'l"l:“_1 1,1 58] -'II-|-'.'."-'"‘r.‘-'.'-'J-‘?IJ. ()




whers

.0, are flow magnitudes for 50- to 0.2-percent AEP floods, in cubic feet per
second;
DRNAREA 15 the drainage area of the basin, in sguare miles;
ELEV 15 the mean elevation of the basin, in [eet; and
LOCOBETOR 15 the total storage delined by the percent basin area classilied as wetlands and

open water,

AEP Year Flow (cfs)
50% 2 839
20% 5 1328
10% 10 1698
4% 25 2217
2% 50 2639
1% 100 3074
0.50% 200 3538
0.20% 500 4190
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SRH-2D Project Summary Report

Project file name: Marion_Wareham.sms

Report generation date: 19 September 2024 12:39:57

Contents

1 Project summary

2 Versions of software used
3 Project datum

4 Terrain data

5 Mesh summary

8 Summary of obstructions

9 Summary of bridges

11 Simulation summary

4.1 Summary of scatter sets

6 Summary of boundary conditions
7 Summary of monitor coverages

10 Materials roughness summary

Project summary

= Project name: Marion_Wareham

= River: Weweantic River

= Project purpose/focus: MassDOT is replacing the Marion-Wareham Bridges over the Weweantic River (Bridge Numbers M-05-001=W-06-013 and
W-06-016) along Route 6, also known as Marion Road or Wareham Road. The existing and proposed conditions were modeled with the riverine
floods and the coastal surges (with and without RSLR). The SRH-2D model was used to obtain parameters that are used to calculate scour.

= Model developer name: Meagan Brown

= Source of terrain data: The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) houses the Continuously Updated Digital Elevation Model
(CUDEM) online, which is available for download to the public. The CUDEM is a ninth arc-second 9 (~3 meters) resolution bathymetric-topographic
dataset and was used as the primary elevation data source, as it can be downloaded for large areas along the coast (CIRES, 2023).

= Source of bathymetry: Survey elevation data was collected for the roadway and bridge by Surveying and Mapping Consultants on 3/18/2018.
Additional bathymetric survey was provided by MassDOT on 2/7/2024.

= Source of additional survey data:

Version of SMS used

= SMS: 13.3

Project datum

= Horizontal: NAD83_National_Spatial_Reference_System_2011

= Vertical:

Terrain data

Summary of scatter sets

Scatter set Number

of points

Minimum
elevation

Maximum
elevation

Existing Survey LIiDAR

18184587

-57.9370574951

126.9667892456

PROJCS['NAD_1983_2011_StatePlane_Massachusetts_Mnld_FIPS_2001_FtUS'

ProposedSurveyLiDAR

18187587

-57.9370574951

126.9667892456

PROJCS['NAD_1983_2011_StatePlane_Massachusetts_Mnld_FIPS_2001_FtUS'

= Scatter set name: Existing Survey LiDAR

= Notes

No notes.



= Scatter set plot

No plot available.

= Scatter set name: ProposedSurveyLiDAR

= Notes
No notes.
= Scatter set plot

No plot available.

Mesh summary

Meshes
Mesh X size Y size Number of Number of Smalles_t element Largest_ element
nodes elements size size

Pro Bridge

. . 152.87050164 | 157.3549438003 | 144 114 4.2500000006 12.2908333517
013_footprint_grid
Pro Bridge

. . 184.25522927 [ 193.6755913999 | 224 179 4.2499999677 11.7913236739
016_footprint_grid
Existing Mesh 7299.0 9794.0 15832 22047 3.3471269993 215.9223177853
Proposed Mesh 7299.0 9794.0 15093 20484 1.4737889792 217.6453369345

= Mesh name: Pro Bridge 013_footprint_grid

= Notes

No notes.

= Mesh plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL

(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Mesh quality report

The data points represent the worst 100 elements. Any points below the red line correspond to poor quality elements.



https://leafletjs.com/
https://leafletjs.com/
http://openstreetmap.org/
http://openstreetmap.org/
http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright
http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright

Q(ALS)

= Mesh name: Pro Bridge 016_footprint_grid
= Notes

No notes.

= Mesh plot

== |eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Mesh quality report
The data points represent the worst 100 elements. Any points below the red line correspond to poor quality elements.

Q(ALS)

= Mesh name: Existing Mesh

= Notes
Type DateTime Note
SMS | 2024-05-24 22:55:59 | Created from 'Map -> 2D Mesh' command with coverage "2D Existing Mesh Gen".
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= Mesh plot
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== |eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre:
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Mesh quality report
The data points represent the worst 100 elements. Any points below the red line correspond to poor quality elements.

Q(ALS)

Mesh name: Proposed Mesh
= Notes

No notes.

= Mesh plot

R

SRR
IR T
S SN O
PATAVIZANAN 4 aVayy S
PV TNy AVAV.¥AVAN
i

S
R

o
ZOINNTR

%l
i
i,
X
&

ATl

SIS

X
RS,
CRORRICREEY
b
0

X
KA
KN

ST,
B
SR

CRRES
VTAVAS o5
DRI
21
e,

== |eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre:
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).
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= Mesh quality report

The data points represent the worst 100 elements. Any points below the red line correspond to poor quality elements.

Q(ALS)

Summary of boundary conditions

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 500-yr"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3
Inlet-Q

Arc [ Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+ Q3o

%

Y\,\\‘?’

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 200-yr"
= Notes
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No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3
Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+ Qo

%

&

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 100-yr"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3
Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http#/openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 50-yr"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http#openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 25-yr"
= Notes

No notes.
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= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3
Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

lopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

= Coverage: "Woods Hole Tidal 10-yr"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 3

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
1 Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0
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= BC coverage plot

+ Ovepy

%
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== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 25-yr BC"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 5

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet

Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance

Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA
5 | Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures

= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 50-yr BC"

= Notes
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No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 50-yr RSLR BC"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
4 Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures

= Number of hydraulic structures: 0
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http?
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

lopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

= Coverage: "Coastal 100-yr BC"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6
Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
Exit-H

Arc [ Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse

Channel calculator

Cross section plot

2 Time series

NA

NA

Time series

NA

NA

Time series

NA

NA

= Hydraulic structures

= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé!

(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Notes

= Coverage: "Coastal 100-yr RSLR BC"
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No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 500-yr BC"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
4 Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures

= Number of hydraulic structures: 0
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BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https:/leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (ht

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 500-yr RSLR BC"

Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

#flopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet

Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance

Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA

Time series NA NA

Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

= Coverage: "Coastal 25-yr BC"

+

™= Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (htf

(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

Notes

#flopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL
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No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 5

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet

Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
4 Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA
5 | Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures

= Number of hydraulic structures: 0

= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé!

(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 50-yr BC Existing"

= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance
4 Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse | Channel calculator | Cross section plot
Time series NA NA
5 Time series NA NA
6 | Time series NA NA
= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure
Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type | Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.561 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreé
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Notes

No notes.

= Coverage: "Coastal 50-yr RSLR BC Existing"

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

Inlet-Q
Arc [ Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance
3 | Time series Conveyance
4 Time series Conveyance
Exit-H
Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot
2 Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
6 | Time series NA NA
= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure
Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type [ Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.516 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 100-yr BC Existing"

= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

lopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance

3 | Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot

2 Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure

Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type [ Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.516 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 100-yr RSLR BC Existing"

= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

lopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance

3 | Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot

2 Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure

Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type [ Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.516 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreétMap (http

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 500-yr BC Existing"

= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

lopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance

3 | Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot

2 Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure

Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type [ Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.516 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https:/leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (ht

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Coastal 500-yr RSLR BC Existing"

= Notes

No notes.

= Number of boundary condition arcs: 6

#flopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Inlet-Q

Arc | Discharge option | Constant Q | Distribution at inlet
Time series Conveyance

3 | Time series Conveyance
Time series Conveyance

Exit-H

Arc | Water surface (WSE) option | Constant wse [ Channel calculator | Cross section plot

2 Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA
Time series NA NA

= Hydraulic structures
= Number of hydraulic structures: 2
Pressure

Upstream arc | Downstream arc | Ceiling type [ Upstream elevation | Downstream elevation | Roughness
8 7 Parabolic 6.32 6.368 0.08
10 9 Parabolic 8.42 8.516 0.08
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= BC coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https:/leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (ht
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

“flopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Summary of monitor coverages

= Coverage: "Monitor Riverine"
= Notes

No notes.
= Number of points: 12

= Number of lines: 13
= Monitor coverage plot
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== Leaflet (https:/leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap (http://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

= Coverage: "Monitor Coastal"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of points: 12
= Number of lines: 14
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Monitor coverage plot

+ m
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== | eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStreetMap
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

p://openstreetmap.org), under ODbL

Summary of obstructions

No obstruction coverages.

Summary of bridges

No bridge coverages.

Materials roughness summary

= Coverage: "Existing Materials + 0.00875 channel n"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of materials: 8

Material Name Color Manning's N
unassigned 0.02
Open Water 0.044
Wetlands 0.065
Road/ParkingLots 0.02
Developed 01
Residential Area
Building 0.18
Trees 0.15
Grass 0.045
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= Material coverage plot

+

== |eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre:
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

¥/openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
= Coverage: "Existing Materials - 0.00875 channel n"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of materials: 8

Material Name Color Manning's N
unassigned 0.02
Open Water 0.026
Wetlands 0.065
Road/ParkingLots 0.02
Developed 01
Residential Area
Building 0.18
Trees 0.15
Grass 0.045

= Material coverage plot

+

== |_eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre:
(http://Iwww.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

Mlopenstreetmap.org), under ODbL

= Coverage: "Existing Materials"
= Notes

No notes.
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= Number of materials: 8

Material Name Color Manning's N
unassigned 0.02
Open Water 0.035
Wetlands 0.065
Road/ParkingLots 0.02
Devglopgd 01
Residential Area
Building 0.18
Trees 0.15
Grass 0.045

= Material coverage plot

+

== |eaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre:
(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

¥/openstreetmap.org), under ODbL
= Coverage: "Proposed Materials"
= Notes

No notes.

= Number of materials: 9

Material Name Color Manning's N
unassigned 0.02
Open Water/Channel 0.035
Wetlands 0.065
Road/ParkingLots 0.02
Devglopgd 01
Residential Area
Building 0.18
Trees 0.15
Grass 0.045
RipRap Bank
Pr[c))teth)ion 0.06
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= Material coverage plot

+

== Leaflet (https://leafletjs.com) | Data by © OpenStre: M/openstreetmap.org), under ODbL

(http://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright).

Simulation summary

= Simulation name: Proposed 100-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"

= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 100-yr"
= Obstructions coverage used: None

= Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"

= Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"

= Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)

Case - Water_Elev_ft - PTL
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT2
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT3
Case - Water_Elev ft - PT4
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT5
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT6
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT7
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT8
Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT9
1.0{ — Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT10
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT11
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT12

2.0

1.5+

Elevation (ft)

0.5 4

0.0 +

T
50 60 70 80 90
Time (hrs)
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olft3/s)

Percent

Monitor Line Discharge

0 -
—1000 - o~
—— (Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN1
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN2
—— (Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN3
—2000 1 — case - QIft3/s) - LN4
—— (Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN5
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN6
-3000 { —— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN7
—— (Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN8
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN9
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN10
—H0007 __ case- Qift3s) - LN1L
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN12
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN13
—-5000 4 i : ‘ .
50 60 70 80 90
Time (hrs)
Net Q/INLET Q
—— Case - Net_Q/INLET_Q
0.6 4
0.4 4
0.2 1
0.0 4
_02 -
_0.4 4
_0.6 4
50 60 70 80 %

Time (hrs)




Wet Elements

—— Case - No_Wet _Cell

9400 -

9200

9000 -

8800

Number of Wet Elements

8600

8400

T
50 60 70 80 90
Time (hrs)

Mass Balance

0.016
—— Case - Mass_Error

—— Case - Cumu_Mass_Error

0.014

0.012 A

0.010 A

0.008

Error

0.006 A

0.004 4

0.002

0.000

50 60 70 80 90
Time (hrs)

= CPU time (hours): 1.479

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0592255332 2.2458086014
Water_Depth_ft -6.906478405 33.2368850708
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.8610527515
Froude 4.7472351164e-15 | 1.8665090799
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|2.8221479023e-29 | 0.3689508438

= Simulation name: Proposed 50-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 50-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"
Solution plots

Elevation (ft)

Q(ft3/s)

Percent

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)

—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PTL
2.04 —— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT2
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT3
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT4
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT5
1.5 1 —— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT6
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT7
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT8
——— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT9
1.0 1 —— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT10
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT11
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= CPU time (hours): 1.502

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0593590327 2.2291250229
Water_Depth_ft -6.8882393837 33.2200279236
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.8634734154
Froude 4.7472351164e-15 | 1.612668395
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|2.8221479023e-29 | 0.3850740492

= Simulation name: Proposed 25-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 25-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"
Solution plots
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= CPU time (hours): 1.505

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0593906604 2.1873745918
Water_Depth_ft -6.9009466171 33.2062225342
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.9485633373
Froude 4.7472351164e-15 | 1.3042781353
B_Stress_Ib_p ft2|2.8221479023e-29|0.4004462361

= Simulation name: Existing 100-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 100-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"
Solution plots
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= CPU time (hours): 1.52

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0594751686 2.2494983673
Water_Depth_ft -10.6104040146 | 32.8641471863
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.8418829441
Froude 1.5359638068e-15 | 1.6443160772
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 |5.2725036805e-30 | 0.3810791671

= Simulation name: Existing 50-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 50-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"
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= CPU time (hours): 1.525

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0595739931 2.22453475
Water_Depth_ft -10.6451063156 | 32.8462257385
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.8428113461
Froude 1.5359638068e-15 | 1.0931125879
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|5.2725036805e-30 | 0.3988318443

= Simulation name: Existing 25-yr Woods Hole Tidal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 25-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"
Solution plots
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= CPU time (hours): 1.528

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0595661663 2.1886975765
Water_Depth_ft -10.6745920181 32.8321304321
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.9487342834
Froude 1.5359638068e-15 | 0.7725082636
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|5.2725036805e-30 | 0.2957337499

= Simulation name: Proposed 100-yr Coastal

= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 35.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 70.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 100-yr BC"



Obstructions coverage used: None
Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
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= CPU time (hours): 1.212

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -2.3614132404 |45.1682395935
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|-2.3614132404 |45.1682395935
Water_Depth_ft -11.7550897598 | 47.1545677185
Vel _Mag_ft p_s 0.0 12.0506601334
Froude 0.0 5.2055034637
B_Stress_Ib_p_ ft2 0.0 35.673248291

= Simulation name: Proposed 100-yr RSLR Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 35.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 70.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 4.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 100-yr RSLR BC"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
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= CPU time (hours): 1.245

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft 0.2313700467 |45.0220413208
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|0.2313700467 |45.0220413208
Water_Depth_ft -11.8293485641 | 52.0909042358
Vel _Mag_ft p_s 0.0 20.890920639
Froude 0.0 5.4797787666
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 126.4559860229

= Simulation name: Existing 100-yr Coastal

= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 35.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 70.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 100-yr BC Existing"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
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= CPU time (hours): 1.276

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -7.4769592285 |45.157535553
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|-7.4769592285 |45.157535553
Water_Depth_ft -11.9294137955 | 46.7416381836
Vel _Mag_ft p_s 0.0 12.916762352
Froude 0.0 8.6809835434
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 17.6593875885

= Simulation name: Existing 100-yr RSLR Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 35.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 70.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 4.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 100-yr RSLR BC Existing"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"

Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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Wet Elements
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= CPU time (hours): 1.312

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -7.4133710861 [45.0114135742
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|-7.4133710861 |45.0114135742
Water_Depth_ft -11.6274089813 | 51.7038192749
Vel _Mag_ft p_s 0.0 22.4982395172
Froude 0.0 4.9369182587
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 144.0204772949

= Simulation name: Existing 50-yr Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 60.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 100.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 50-yr BC Existing"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"

Solution plots
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Wet Elements
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= CPU time (hours): 1.448
= Results:

SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Minimum

Dataset Maximum

Water_Elev_ft

-0.828982532

45.107635498

Water_Elev+Pressure_ft

-0.828982532

45.107635498

-11.5937213898

42.8532333374

Water_Depth_ft

Vel_Mag_ft_p_s 0.0 6.599858284
Froude 0.0 3.5982937813
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 2.1687762737

= Simulation name: Existing 50-yr RSLR Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 60.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 100.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 4.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 50-yr RSLR BC Existing"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"

Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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Wet Elements
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= CPU time (hours): 1.48
= Results:

SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Minimum

Dataset Maximum

Water_Elev_ft

3.8313398361

45.0808029175

Water_Elev+Pressure_ft

3.8313398361

45.0808029175

-11.7299633026

47.8104972839

Water_Depth_ft

Vel_Mag ft p s 0.0 10.978966713
Froude 0.0 4.0217227936
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 18.100484848

= Simulation name: Proposed 50-yr RSLR Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 60.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 100.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 4.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 50-yr RSLR BC"

Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"

Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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Wet Elements
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= CPU time (hours): 1.419

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft 3.8143177032 [45.0913314819
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|3.8143177032 |45.0913314819
Water_Depth_ft -11.8229589462 | 48.1882705688
Vel_Mag ft p_s 0.0 8.1700725555
Froude 0.0 4.63012743
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 21.6417980194

= Simulation name: Sens Analysis + channel n
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"

Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 50-yr"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials + 0.00875 channel n"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"

Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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Wet Elements
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= CPU time (hours): 1.592

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0585637353 2.2537317276
Water_Depth_ft -10.5934829712 | 32.8621177673
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 2.3618869781
Froude 1.5359638068e-15 | 1.1219526529
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|5.2725036805e-30 | 0.4158380032

= Simulation name: Sens Analysis - channel n
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 51.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 96.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 1.53
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Woods Hole Tidal 50-yr"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials - 0.00875 channel n"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Riverine"

Solution plots
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Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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= CPU time (hours): 1.571

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -0.0597371459 2.2100114822
Water_Depth_ft -10.6856460571 32.8347892761
Vel _Mag_ft_ p_.s |[0.0 3.6096558571
Froude 1.5359638068e-15 | 1.2279913425
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2|5.2725036805e-30 | 0.2442889959

= Simulation name: Proposed 50-yr Coastal

= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 60.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 100.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= Output method: Specified Frequency
= OQutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)

= Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"
= Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 50-yr BC"



Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"
Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
Solution plots

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)
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= CPU time (hours): 1.377
= Results:

SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Minimum

Dataset Maximum

Water_Elev_ft

-0.8178185225

45.1181106567

Water_Elev+Pressure_ft

-0.8178185225

45.1181106567

Water_Depth_ft -11.5791759491 | 43.2288208008
Vel Mag_ft_p_s 0.0 6.4524354935
Froude 0.0 3.9679243565
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 2.4749884605

= Simulation name: Proposed 25-yr Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 0.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 50.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Proposed Mesh"
Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 25-yr BC"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Proposed Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
Solution plots
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—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT6
61— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT7
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT8
4 Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT9
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT10
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT11
2 4 —— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT12
0-
_2 4
T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50
Time (hrs)
Monitor Line Discharge
40000 -
20000 4 Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN1
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN2
Case - QIft3/s) - LN3
0 Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN4
| Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN5
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN6
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN7
—20000 A Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN8
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN9
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN10
—40000 1 Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN11
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN12
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN13
Case - QIft3/s) - LN14
—60000 Qu3/s)
T T T T T
0 10 20 40 50
Time (hrs)
Net Q/INLET Q
1.00 \ W
0.75 1 W
0.50
0.25 r
0.00 —— Case - Net_Q/INLET_Q
—0.25 A
—0.50 4
—0.75 - M r
-1.00 1

Time (hrs)




Wet Elements

—— Case - No_Wet Cell
15000 1

14000 A

13000 -

12000 A

11000 A

10000 A

Number of Wet Elements

9000

8000 4

Time (hrs)

Mass Balance

—— Case - Mass_Error
—— Case - Cumu_Mass_Error

0.08

0.06

Error

0.04

0.02 A

0.00 -

Time (hrs)

= CPU time (hours): 1.637

= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5

Dataset Minimum Maximum
Water_Elev_ft -2.3777253628 [39.9614715576
Water_Elev+Pressure_ft|-2.3777253628 |39.9614715576
Water_Depth_ft -11.7096271515 | 40.6516075134
Vel _Mag_ft p_s 0.0 10.2670612335
Froude 0.0 3.1720962524
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft2 0.0 2.356849432

= Simulation name: Existing 25-yr Coastal
= Summary of model controls
= Simulation type: Flow
= Start time (hours): 0.0
= Time step (seconds): 1.0
= End time (hours): 50.0
= |nitial condition: Initial Water Surface Elevation
= |nitial value: 0.0
= Turbulence model: Parabolic
= Turbulence parameter: 0.7
= Unsteady output: True
= Pressure dataset: NA
= QOutput method: Specified Frequency
= Qutput frequency: 15.0 (Minutes)



Mesh used: "Existing Mesh"
Boundary condition coverage used: "Coastal 25-yr BC"
Obstructions coverage used: None

Materials coverage used: "Existing Materials"

Monitor coverage used: "Monitor Coastal"
Solution plots

Elevation (ft)

Qlft3/s)

Percent

Monitor Point Water Surface Elevation (WSE)

10 ] — Case- Water_Elev_ft - PT1
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT2
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT3
8 1 — Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT4
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT3
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT6
61— case- Water_Elev_ft - PT7
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT8
41 Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT9
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT10
—— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT11
2 4 —— Case - Water_Elev_ft - PT12
0 4
_2 4
T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50
Time (hrs)
Monitor Line Discharge
40000 -
20000 —— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN1
——— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN2
—— Case - QIft3/s) - LN3
0 —— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN4
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN5
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN6
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN7
—20000 4 —— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN8
Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN9
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN10D
—40000 1 —— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN11
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN12
—— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN13
— Case - Q(ft3/s) - LN14
—60000 Qlft3/s)
T T T T T
0 10 20 40 50
Time (hrs)
Net Q/INLET Q
1.00 H W
0.75 1 J
0.50
0.25
0.00 —— Case - Net_Q/INLET_Q
—0.25 A
—0.50 4
-0.75 4 M ‘)
-1.00 1

Time (hrs)




Wet Elements

—— Case - No_Wet Cell
16000 1
8
v 14000 A
£
[F)
o
o
@
=
‘G 12000 A
.
[
Qo
E
=2
=z
10000 A
8000 A
T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50
Time (hrs)
Mass Balance
—— Case - Mass_Error
0087 ___ Case - Cumu_Mass_Error
0.06
S
5 0.04 4
0.02
0.00 4
T T T T T
0 10 20 30 50
Time (hrs)
= CPU time (hours): 1.728
= Results:
SRH-2D version: 3.6.5
Dataset Minimum Maximum

Water_Elev_ft

-2.3984062672

39.9440727234

Water_Depth_ft

-12.7482023239

40.2412338257

Vel_Mag_ft p s |[0.0 10.6578073502
Froude 0.0 3.5679168701
B_Stress_Ib_p_ft20.0 2.7950983047
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MW_B1-25 YR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 10,393.1
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 6.4
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 59,898.8
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.6
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 5.17
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 309.9
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 320.3
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 12.7
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 11.3

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 8.6
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 8.8
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 480.0
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 2.8
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.0
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 1.2
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 198.7
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.4
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.1

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 2.51 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 2.69 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 9.57
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -14.75
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.79 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp: 9/3/2024 11:31
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.79
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 4354166667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B1-100 YR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 11,712.6
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 6.4
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 55,084.5
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.7
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 5.07
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 279.4
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 291.1
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 21.4
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 19.0

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 40.4
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 40.4
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 2210.7
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 15.5
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 15.5
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.5
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 426.7
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 2.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.8
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.8
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.1

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 432 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.26 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 16
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -14.75
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.24 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:57
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.79
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 4354166667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW _B1-500 YR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 17,906.4
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 6.4
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 114,737.7
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.9
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 5.08
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 582.9
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 600.8
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 244
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 21.7

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 49.0
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 49.0
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 2665.8
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 18.7
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 18.7
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 8.2
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 417.8
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 2.5
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.0
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.0
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 33

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 5.43 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.58 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 17.87
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -14.75
Current Speed (ft/s): 10.55 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:50
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.79
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 4354166667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B1-100 YR RSLR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 13,013.4
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 6.4
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 63,088.0
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.9
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 4.66
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 294.0
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 307.1
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 27.9
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 24.8

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 66.1
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 66.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 3.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 3564.0
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 22.2
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 22.2
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.8
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 404.4
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.4
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 13
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.3

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 5.46 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.81 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 21
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -14.75
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.52 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:49
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.79
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 4354166667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B1-500 YR RSLR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 15,293.7
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 6.4
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 76,006.4
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.9
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 4.33
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 329.1
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 344.4
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 31.8
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 28.0

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 73.9
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 73.9
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 3.5
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 3957.0
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 20.7
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 20.7
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 6.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 315.5
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.8
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 1.4
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.5

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 6.82 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 4.18 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 23.2
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -14.75
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.86 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:50
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.79
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 4354166667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B2_3-25 YR

Substructure Superstructure
Summary (factored Loads) Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75 Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Pile Cap Forces Design Case 1
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 11,802.3 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 9.0
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 5.9 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Pile Forces Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 9.1
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 45,849.8 Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.1
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.0 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 494.8
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 4.93 Design Case 2
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 226.0 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.1
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 237.8 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.3
Lateral Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 1.2
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 12.7 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 214.6
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 11.3 Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.5
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.2
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.1
Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 2.49 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 2.8 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 9.59
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -12.13
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.44 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp: 9/3/2024 11:34
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.8
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 5.291666667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B2_3-100 YR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 12,858.8
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 5.9
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 38,716.8
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.1
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 493
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 190.9
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 203.8
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 21.4
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 19.0

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 39.6
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 39.6
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 1.9
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 2166.4
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 15.5
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 15.5
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.2
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 428.4
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 2.0
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 0.7
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.8
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.0

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 432 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.26 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 16
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -12.13
Current Speed (ft/s): 6.6 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:52
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.8
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 5.291666667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B2_3-500 YR

Superstructure

Substructure
Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75
Pile Cap Forces
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 20,915.4
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 5.9
Pile Forces
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 92,819.2
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.2
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 5.08
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 471.9
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 492.8
Lateral
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 243
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 21.6

Summary (factored Loads)

Lateral Loads

Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Design Case 1
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 47.9
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 47.9
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.0
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 2608.6
Design Case 2
Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 18.6
Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 18.6
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 8.1
Moment (kip-ft/ft): 420.8
Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 2.4
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.0
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.0
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 3.2

Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 5.27 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.54 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 17.89
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -12.13
Current Speed (ft/s): 10.51 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:54
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.8
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 5.291666667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B2_3-100 YR RSLR

Substructure Superstructure
Summary (factored Loads) Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75 Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Pile Cap Forces Design Case 1
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 13,953.2 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 65.1
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 5.9 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Pile Forces Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 65.1
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 42,635.2 Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.6
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.2 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 3507.2
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 4.47 Design Case 2
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 190.8 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 22.3
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 204.7 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 22.3
Lateral Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.3
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 27.8 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 409.9
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 24.8 Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.3
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 1.1
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.1
Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 5.4 Hs (ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 3.8 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 21
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -12.13
Current Speed (ft/s): 6.67 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:52
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.8
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 5.291666667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MW_B2_3-500 YR RSLR

Substructure Superstructure
Summary (factored Loads) Summary (factored Loads)
Lateral Loads Lateral Loads
Wave Force Load Factor, yy: 1.75 Wave Force Load Factor, Ywil 1.75
Pile Cap Forces Design Case 1
Pile Cap Factored Forces (Ibs): 16,819.1 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 71.9
Pile Cap Resultant Elevation (ft.): 5.9 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Pile Forces Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 71.9
Single Pile Factored Force (lbs): 54,557.6 Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 3.1
Single Pile Resultant Elevation (ft.): -4.2 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 3855.3
Total Pile Reduction Applied (sum for all piles): 4.14 Design Case 2
Total Loading on all piles in a single pier (kip): 225.8 Quasi-Static Vertical Force (kip/ft): 20.8
Total Force on Main Pier (kips): 242.6 Slamming Vertical Force (kip/ft): 0.0
Total Vertical Force (kip/ft): 20.8
Lateral Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 5.7
Crest Elevation of Maximum Wave Height (ft): 31.7 Moment (kip-ft/ft): 318.3
Crest Elevation of Significant Wave Height (ft): 27.9 Design Case 3a
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 3.7
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 13
Design Case 3b
Vertical Force (kip/ft): 1.1
Horizontal Force (kip/ft): 2.3
Inputs
1a. Lateral Wave Input 1b. Longitudinal Wave Input
Datum: NAVD
Hs (ft): 6.72 Hs(ft): 0.1
Tp (sec): 4.14 Tp (sec): 3
Water Surface Elevation 23.2
Bottom Elevation (ft, Datum): -12.13
Current Speed (ft/s): 7.22 Current Speed (ft/s): 0.1
2. Structure Input
Critical Structure: Yes Calculation Time Stamp:  5/22/2024 15:54
Span Type: Girder
Coefficients Selection: AASHTO Type llI
gW (pcf): 64.3
W (ft): 77.2
W (ft): 72.7
db (ft): 4.8
dg (ft): 2.75
r (ft) 4.5
Pile Cap Height (ft): 5.291666667
Deck Elevation (ft, Datum): 14.04
Pedestal (ft): 0.75
%AIR: 100
Cd, super structure 2.5
Lateral
Wsub (ft): 4.5
Longitudinal
Wsub (ft): 77.2
Cd, pile 2
Cm, pile 2.5
A, pile 12.56637061
V, pile 12.56637061
n 6
s 13.5

Program Files Location: C:\Users\msadowski\Downloads\MW Matlab\Bridge Loading\Function_Files




MASSDOT | Marion-Warham Bridges Over Weweantic River along Route 6 I_)?
Project No. 605311

Appendix F.  Scour Calculations

September 19, 2024 | F-1



50-Year Riverine Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Riverine Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 5321t D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet =  0.56 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 162 ftls > ¥V, = 0.56 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 2.14ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 1281 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1127.896| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 6.88 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 5.59 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 559 — 69 = -1.29 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 0.00 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | T N

- “ “ Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Riverine Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. ( Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr Riverine

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.03 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 17.70 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, ¢ 3.42 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 0.71 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.62 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

K1 is based on the column shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)

K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.22 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 122
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)

5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth

0.65
ye = 2.0y, k1kyks (y%) Fro#3 = 459 ft

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3)

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 0.92
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.02958 [Vs = 4.59 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




50-Year Riverine Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyey= 1117 | y= 7.67 ft D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet =  0.70 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 172 ftIs > ¥V, = 0.70 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 2.14ft < Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 2066 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1126.439| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 10.50 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 8.51 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Vs = Y2 — Yo = 851 — 105 = -1.99 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 0.00 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= —_— v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr Riverine

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.03 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 20.00 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, § | 41.27 ° Local Approach Velocity, 7, 0.66 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.72 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.74 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 274
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\>® 043 K\_”
ye = 2.0y, k1kyks (yT) Fro43 = 1019 -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 2.04
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.02601 [Vs = 10.19 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




- o - Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E. =‘ j Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
= == Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" > e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016

Location: Pier 2
Storm:

50-yr Riverine

*These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).

< 251t

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.02 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 23.68 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 5.75 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 0.53 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.72 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.
This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§S= 850 ft

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape

(HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 1.0

Le/a 6.00 |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.36 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.
K,= 1.36

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) =

Small Dunes Assumed
K; =

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
1.1
3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier
Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, >20 mm (0.065 ft)? No yi/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a 0.65 0.43 4.69 fi ’\;)‘
= 20y1kikoks (&) Frd® = 469 1 T .
Ys YikikaK3 (57 1 . —
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) NN
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
yi/a 0.94
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.01916 |ys = 4.69 feet |(Loca| Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




100-Year Riverine Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Riverine Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 5241t D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet =  0.64 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 161 ftIs > ¥V, = 0.64 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 2.16ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 1411 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1130.332| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 6.69 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 5.98 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 598 — 67 = -071 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 0.00 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | T N

- “ “ Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Riverine Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. ( Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= _— v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr Riverine

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.03 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 17.44 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, ¢ 1.50 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 0.77 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.61 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

K1 is based on the column shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)

K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.10 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 110
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)

5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth

0.65
ye = 2.0y, k1kyks (y%) Fro#3 = 430

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3)

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 0.86
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.03265 (Vs = 4.30 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




100-Year Riverine Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyey= 1117 | y= 7.711t D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet =  0.78 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 172 ftIs > V, = 0.78 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 2.14ft < Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 2300 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1126.822| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 10.49 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 9.30 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Vs = Y2 — Yo = 930 — 105 = -1.19 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 0.00 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
- = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr Riverine

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.03 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 20.05 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, § | 41.18 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 0.74 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.72 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.74 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 274
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 K\_”
s = 2.0y, k1koks (yT) Frd43 = 1070 -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 214
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.02915 [Vs = 10.70 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012
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[y — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E. =‘ E' Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Riverine Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
= == Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" B e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 2 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr Riverine
1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.02 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 23.70 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 5.51 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 0.59 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.72 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.
This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§S= 850 ft

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)
If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |If Le/a is larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.34 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.
K,= 134

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) =

Small Dunes Assumed
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier
Coarse Bed Requirements

Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)

y/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions?  Yes Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a 0.65 0.43 4.88 fi ’\;)‘
= 2. (—) Fro- = . 1 . . N
Vs Oy1kikoks Vs 1 . =
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) NN
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)t 0.98
Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.02153 s =

4.88 feet |(Loca| Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




25-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001
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Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024

Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 25-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyewy= 1117 | y= 1470t D sp= 0.00131 ft Vhamet = 1.81 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 191 ft's > ¥V, = 1.81 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 6.49ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 10278 | cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1112596 ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 13.04 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 37147 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 3717 — 13.0 = 2413 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 24.13 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[} | S N

=_ ‘= “ Subject: Pro Bridge 25-yr Coas‘tal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
-_ & -‘ Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
= = A Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge:  M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  25-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.13 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 25.98 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [english Unitd Simple Pier, L NA ft.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 14.93 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 3.76 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 B Critical Velocity US, 7, 1.91 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

§= 850 ft < 251t —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K,

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 1.0
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sing)0.65=  1.82 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 1.82
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5, > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed? No (HEC-18 Sec7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 g
e = 2.0y, kikoks (i) Fro43 = 1482 ft _ v B .

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) - W

Figure 7.2 Definilion skelch for pier scour

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply |[No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
yi/a 2.96
Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.12994 (Vs = 14.82 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 25-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus = 1.81  ftls < V ois = 1.91 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; g ; = 26.60 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 91.28 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 1.41 ft
q/qy= 3.43
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13\ 617 40.31 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
A e <
f]ﬂﬂ‘i;%ﬁ/ . Yman =05 XVe= | gaa4 | g
R HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B 0
18 hY
Ys = Vmax-Yo =
16 0 4293 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ osmn \ ) West Abutment Scour Depth
& — \\\
"“: 0 |is\!"/q‘ 2.0 25 ,:n ys= 42.93 feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 25-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date:  Sep. 19, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: dlh Date:  Sep. 19, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Veramavs =  1.81 ftls < Voerie = 1.91 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english) = 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123] ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 26.60 | cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 91.28 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 1.04 ft
9297 = 3.43
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13 67 40.31 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“&\:‘ﬁf 7 Ymax =05 XVe= | ga34 | gt
| A HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 hY
i Vs T Vmax Yo = 4330 ft
/\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 20 2.5 3.0 y M = 43.30 feet

East Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




25-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016
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Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1
Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311

-

. Calculate critical velocity (¥ ) to confirm that the channel flow is Live-Bed and verify that the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

16 1
Ve =Kuyeny i1 Dso

WSE at Bridge of

7 1.94 fis

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

6.47ft <

<

V,= 241 ft/sec

Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft

given for Eng Units Avg Depth US  [Dsv= 0.40 mm | US Avg Channel Velocity
Kuew= 1117 | y; = 16.06 ft D)= 0.00131 ft vV, = 241 ft/lsec
If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. <V, then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Therefore scour type is Live-Bed

Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions Live-Bed contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate K, = 0.69
VARIABLES From Fig 6.8
D5, = 040 mm o= 0.059 m/s
T= 20 °C, @ = 0.194 ft/s
g= 322 fys?
S,;= 0.00109 ft/ft
yi= 16.06 ft
ve= (2015, =075 ftIs
V¥w = 3.883 DV = >2 >
VT 9] Mode of Bed Material Transport
<0.50 0.59 | Mostly contact bed material discharge 0.001 001 o rmlvs o
0.50t02.0 [ 0.64 | Some suspended bed material discharge :
>2.0 0.69 | Mostly suspended bed material discharge (Figure 6.8, p.6.11, HEC-18)
3. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y .
VARIABLES
yi= 16.06 ft Avg depth in US main channel
0,=| 8122 cfs Flow in US channel transporting sediment
0> =| 16332 cfs Flow in contracted channel
W, =| 20957 ft Bttm width of US channel transporting bed material
W, =| 13545 ft Bttm width of channel contracted section minus piers
Vo= 15.80 ft Existing depth in channel contracted section pre-scour
6 k
QZ /7 W1 1
Yo =V Q_ W = 3948 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.2. p.6.10)
1 2
Vs = Y2 — Yo =39.48 — 15.80 = 23.68 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.3, p. 6.10)

[ys = 23.68 feet |(Channel Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[} | N

=_ ‘= J‘ Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coa§tal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
-_ & -‘ Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
= = hd Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.12 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 29.97 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 |[English Units Simple Pier, L NA ft.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 60 21.32 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 3.87 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V.. 1.94 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

§= 850 ft < 251t —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K,

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 1.0
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sing)0.65=  2.09 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 2.09
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5, > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed? No (HEC-18 Sec7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a 0.65 0.43 t =
ys = 2.0y, k1 koks (i) Fro43 = 17,60 —— R

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) ﬂ

Figurc 7.2. Definition sketch for picr scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply |[No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
y/a 3.52
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.12469 (Vs = 17.60 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




R — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E "= = Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Eh __! =—£ Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
" > e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 2

Storm:  50-yr coastal

*These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.12 R

Flow Depth at Pier, y, 32.53 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.

K, 11.17 |[English Units Simple Pier, L NA ft.

Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 15.68 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 3.90 ft./sec.

Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.94 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§= 850 ft < 251t

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.

3. Determine K, K, and K,

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape

(HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10

Le/a 6.00

If Le/a is larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sin6)0.65= 1.85

K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 185

K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = gmall Dunes Assumed

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8?
Clear Water Conditions?

No
No Is a/D 5, > 507

Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed? No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a )" 043 15.80 ft g | .
Vs = 2.0y1k1ko ks (ﬁ) Fri ™ = . o — B
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) - W
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y . /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as

2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply |[No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable

yi/a 3.16

Not Applicable
Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.12040

|ys = 15.80 feet |(Loca| Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment

VCharme/ us = 2.41 ft/s > V erit = 1.94 ft/s

= => [f the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The left abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y; = 16.06 ft

Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ ; = 38.76  cfs/ft
Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 120.58 cfs/ft

Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y , = 0.81 ft
q:/q; = 3.11
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
g P 9o d 4247 ft
Yi(qa/q ) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments | Oy = | 1.10
= Vomax =04 XY = 46.72 | ft
\LIL'_"//* HEC-18; eq 8.3
s Vs T YVmax ~Vo T 4591 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4
e
-; 14 - i
\ ] West Abutment Scour Depth
|.:__-1.. 1
I |,:\ 2.0 25 3.0 ys= 45-91 feet
4,4,

. for win

lific: tor, o,
A (fixed floodplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project:  Bridge W-06-016

County: Plymouth

Page: 1 of: 2

Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: dih Date:  Sep. 19, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Vcharme/ us = 2.41 ft/s

will be used to estimate abutment scour.

Right Abutment

Vuw= 194 fts

= => [f the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y ;= 16.06 ft
Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ , = 38.76 cfs/ft
Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 120.58  cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 0.84 ft
q:/9; = 3.1
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
g P 9o d 4247
Yi(q2/91) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments oy = 1.10
2 d = Vmax =04 XYV = 46.72 ft
M ] HEC 18048
‘\\/‘f;’;; ~ ~
13 . Vs T YVmax Yo = 4588 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4

East Abutment Scour Depth

ys= 45.88

feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




50-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 1554 ft D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet = 1.30 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 193 ftIs > ¥V, = 1.30 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 8.79ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 7561 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1107.292| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 16.45 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 29.78 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 2978 — 165 = 13.33 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 13.33 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | T N

- “ “ Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. ( Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.08 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 27.73 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, & | 19.05 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 2.42 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.93 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.00 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 200
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)

5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth

0.65
ys = 2.0y, k1kzks (y%) Fro43 = 1359 ft

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3)

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 272
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.08091 [Vs = 13.59 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus = 130 ftls < V ois = 1.93 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 20.24 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 70.47 | cfs/it
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 3.78 ft
q/qy= 3.48
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
1/3,6/7 32.29 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
A "
f]ﬂﬂ‘i;%ﬁ/ 7 Yman =05 XVe= | 3559 | g
20— HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B 0
18 hY
Ys = Vmax-Yo =
g 0 31.75 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ osmn \ ) West Abutment Scour Depth
o — \\\
"“: 0 |is \!"/q‘ 2.0 2.3 ,:n .V S = 31. 75 feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Verameavs = 130 ftls < Voerie = 1.93 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dy = 0.0013123] ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 20.24 | cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 70.47 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 3.47 ft
9297 = 3.48
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
1/36/7 32.29 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“&\:‘ﬁf 1 Ymar =05 X Ve = | 3550 | f
S R L - HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 >,
i Vs T Vmax Yo = 3205 ft
/\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 20 2.5 3.0 .V M = 32. 05 feet

East Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




50-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 17.76ft D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet = 1.08 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 1.98 ftIs > ¥V, = 1.08 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 8.78ft < Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamne] 11811 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1120.044| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 21.11 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 39.64 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 3964 — 211 = 18.53 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 18.53 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
- = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.08 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 30.84 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, § | 24.81 ° Local Approach Velocity, 7, 2.48 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.98 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.23 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 223
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 K\_”
s = 2.0y, k1koks (yT) Fro43 = 1552 ft -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 3.10
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.07877 [Vs = 15.52 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




[y — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E. =‘ E' Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
= == Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" B e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 2 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr coastal
1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.08 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 29.55 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, & | 25.45 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 2.44 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, ¥, 1.98 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§= 850 ft < 251t

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.

3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape

(HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 1.0

Le/a 6.00

If Le/a is larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sinf)0.65=  2.25

K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 225
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11
3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8?
Clear Water Conditions?

No
No Is a/D 5y > 507

Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
0.65 &
e = 2.0y kykoks (y%) FrP43 = 1548 ft T —
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) - W
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as

2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable

v /a 3.10

Not Applicable
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.07914

|ys = 15.48 feet |(Loca| Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus = 1.08  ftls < V ois = 1.98 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 19.11 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 98.39 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 3.21 ft
q2/47= 5.15
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13\ 617 42.98 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
(2 [ —
f]ﬂﬂ‘i;%ﬁ/ 7 Yman =05 XVe= | 4708 | g
R HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B 0
18 hY
Ys = Vmax-Yo =
16 0 4407 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ osmn \ ) West Abutment Scour Depth
& — \\\
"“: 0 |is\!"/q‘ 2.0 2.3 ,:n ys= 44. 07 feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Verameavs =  1.08 ftls < Voerie = 1.98 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english) = 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123]| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 19.11 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 98.39 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 3.21 ft
qx/q9r= 5.15
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13 67 42.98 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“&\:‘ﬁf ] Ymax =05 XVe = | 4708 | g
S R L - HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 >,
i Vs T Vmax Yo = 4407 ft
/\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 20 2.5 3.0 .V M = 44. 07 feet

East Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




100-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 11521t D sp= 0.00131 ft Vhamet = 1.69 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 184 ftIs > ¥V, = 1.69 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 5.70ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 10963 | cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1131.455| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 10.36 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 34.41 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 3441 — 104 = 24.05 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 24.05 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | T N

- “ “ Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. ( Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.13 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 23.65 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, ¢ 0.79 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 3.69 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.84 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

K1 is based on the column shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)

K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.05 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 1.05
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)

5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth

0.65
ys = 2.0y, ki koks (y%) Fro#3 = 840 ft

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3)

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 1.68
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.13375 [Vs = 8.40 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Verameavs =  1.69 ftls < Voerie = 1.84 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123] ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 19.42 | cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 83.40 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 0.61 ft
qx/q9r= 4.30
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13 67 37.31 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“‘\\::‘ﬁ‘/“ Ymax =05 XVe = | g904 |
| A HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 hY
i Vs T Vmax Yo = 4043 ft
/\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 .58 20 2.5 3.0 y M = 40.43 feet

West Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus =  1.69  ftls < V ois = 1.84 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 19.42 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 83.40 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 0.35 ft
q/qy= 4.30
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
1/3,6/7 37.31 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
A "
f]ﬂﬂ‘izﬁﬁ/“ Yman =05 XVe= | 4104 | g
20— HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B 0
18 hY
Ys = Vmax-Yo =
16 0 40.69 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ s \ ) East Abutment Scour Depth
o — \\\
"“: 0 |is\!"/q‘ 2.0 2.3 ,:n ys= 40. 69 feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




100-Year Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

L | _j Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
ﬁ ——7= % Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311

-

. Calculate critical velocity (¥ ) to confirm that the channel flow is Live-Bed and verify that the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units Avg Depth US  [Dsv= 0.40 mm | US Avg Channel Velocity
Kuew= 1147 | v, = 13.78 1t D)= 0.00131 ft V,= 284 ftlsec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. <V, then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

/3

Ve=Kuymy:1 D5 189 ftls < ¥V, = 284 fsec Therefore scour type is Live-Bed

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 5.60ft < Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions Live-Bed contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate K, = 0.69

VARIABLES From Fig 6.8
D5y = 0.40 mm = 0.059 m/s
T= 20 °C, @ = 0.194 ft/s
g= 322 fys?
S§;= 0.00148 ft/ft
y;= 13.78 ft
ve= (2v,5,)"" =081 fts

V¥w = 4181 D V¥ = >2 >

VAT ki Mode of Bed Material Transport P i : :
<0.50 0.59 | Mostly contact bed material discharge @001 T T o0t ' ’ ' o1
0.50t02.0 [ 0.64 | Some suspended bed material discharge ©. mfs
>2.0 0.69 | Mostly suspended bed material discharge (Figure 6.8, p.6.11, HEC-18)
3. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y .
VARIABLES
yi= 13.78 ft Avg depth in US main channel
0;=| 13901 cfs Flow in US channel transporting sediment
0, =| 17204 cfs Flow in contracted channel
W, =| 355.10 ft Bttm width of US channel transporting bed material
W>=| 151.18 ft Bttm width of channel contracted section minus piers
Vo= 12.99 ft Existing depth in channel contracted section pre-scour
6/ k
7 1
QZ Wl . o .
Yo =V Q_ W = 2996 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.2. p.6.10)
1 2
Vs = Y2 — Yo =29.96 — 12.99 = 16.97 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.3, p. 6.10)

[Ys = 16.97 feet |(Channel Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
- = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr coastal

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.12 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 31.18 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 .
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 | 24.45 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 3.87 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.89 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cosO + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.21 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 221
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 K\_”
s = 2.0y, k1koks (yT) Fro43 = 1870 -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 3.74
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.12207 [Vs = 18.70 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012
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[y — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E. =‘ E' Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
= == Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" B e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 2 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr coastal
1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.11 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 29.31 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 0.00 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 3.39 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, ¥, 1.89 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.
This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§S= 850 ft

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)
K1 is based on the column shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |If Le/a is larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos + (Le/a)sin)0.65=  1.00 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.
K, = 1.00

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) =

Small Dunes Assumed
K; =

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
1.1
3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier
Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, >20 mm (0.065 ft)? No yi/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a)*6® 0.43 7.92 f ’\;)‘
= 20y1kikoks (&) Frp® = 792w T .
Ys YikikaK3 (57 1 . —
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) NN
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow Yes Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
yi/a 1.58
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.11048

[Vs = 7.92  feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project:  Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2
Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Vcharme/ us =

2.84

Right Abutment

ft/s > V= 1.89 ftis

= => If the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,

suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.

Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A

will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

Right Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y ;= 13.78 ft
Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢, =| 39.15 cfs/ft
Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 114.39  cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 0.21 ft
42/, = 2.92
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
g P 9= d 3455  ft
Yi(q2/91) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
0y = 1.10
R ‘ ik Vomax =04 XY = 38.01 ft
N HEC-18; eq 8.3
Vs T Vmax Vo = 37.80 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4

decreast

r Condition A (fixed floodplain}

mplification factor, a, for wing-wal

37.80

V= feet

West Abutment Scour Depth

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment

VCharme/ Us = 2.84 ft/s > Vv crit = 1.89 ft/s

= => [f the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The left abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y; = 13.78 ft

Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ ; = 39.15  cfs/ft

Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 114.39  cfs/ft

Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y , = 0.38 ft
q:/9; = 2.92
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
7 P 9= d 3455
Yi(qa/q ) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments | Oy = | 1.10
— - . - -
ol |~ | Ve =04 XV = | 3801 | ft
M HEC-18; eq 8.3
4 N L constant
\\\([ B—0
18 > Vs =Vmax =Vo = 37.63 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4
= 16
L B3 \ ] East Abutment Scour Depth
0 i - 5 ‘]:
e 15 i 2.0 25 30 ys = 37-63 feet

Figure 12.2. Design curve for short-contraction, scour-amplification factor, ay. for wing-wall

abutments subject to Scour Condition A (fixed floodplain}

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




50-Year RSLR Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kuyew= 1117 | y= 14291t D sp= 0.00131 ft Vhameat = 1.19 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 191 ft's > ¥V, = 1.19 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water
(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 9.52ft < Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES

O chamnel] 9033 cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel

D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,
W 1129.251| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 14.35 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 29.57 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys =Y2—Yo = 2957 — 143 = 15.22 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 15.22 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= —_— v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr RSLR

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.09 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 26.79 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 .
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, ¢ 2.41 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 2.68 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.91 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

K1 is based on the column shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)

K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.16 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 116
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a)%® . 043 u
Vs = 2.0y1k1k2k3 (3/_1) F1‘1' = 8.18 ft = ﬁ N B

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 1.64
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.09113 [Vs = 8.18 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)
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E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Verameavs = 119 ftls < Voerie = 1.91 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english) = 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123]| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 17.08 | cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 69.89 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 4.46 ft
qx/q9r= 4.09
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13 67 32.06 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“&\:‘ﬁf ] Ymax =05 XVe = | 3507 | g
B e HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 >,
K Vs T Vmax Yo = 3081 ft
iR /\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 20 2.5 3.0 .V M = 30. 81 feet

West Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)
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E == Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus = 119 ftls < V ois = 1.91 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 17.08 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 69.89 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 4.14 ft
q/qy= 4.09
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
1/3,6/7 32.06 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
A 5
f]ﬂﬂ‘i;%ﬁ/ - Y =05 XYe= | 3507 |
20— HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B> 0
18 D,
Ys T Vmax Yo =
g 0 3112 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ s \ ) East Abutment Scour Depth
o — \\\
"“: 0 |is\!"/q‘ 2.0 2.3 ,:n .V N = 31.12 feet
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50-Year RSLR Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



1

Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024

Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of:
F , ! Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel has Clear-Water conditions and verify that the bridge is NOT

in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units| Avg DepthUS [Dss= 040 mm ¥ US Avg Velocity
Kyew= 1117 | y= 16.96 ft D sp= 0.00131 ft V hamet = 1.85 ft/sec

If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. < V4 then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Ve =Ky D5y’ = 196 ftls > ¥V, = 1.85 ft/sec Therefore scour type is Clear-Water

(Critical Velocity for the Beginning of Motion, Clear Water vs. Live Bed, HEC-18, Eq. 6.1, p. 6.2)

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of 9.39ft < Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft | Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions: Clear-Water contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y,.

VARIABLES
O chamnel] 15312 | cfs Discharge in the contracted section of the channel
D, 10.00164| ft | Diameter of smallest nontransportable particale 1.25D s,

W 1147.156| ft | Bttm width of channel contracted section less pier widths

K, 100077 | - English units
Vo 17.91 ft Avg existing depth in contracted section pre-scour
3/
K02\
Y2 = D2/3W2 41.59 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.4, p. 6.12)
m
Ys = Y2 =Yoo= 4159 — 179 = 23.68 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.5, p. 6.12)

Vs~ 23.68 feet (Channel, Clearwater Contraction Scour)
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Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= —_— v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  50-yr RSLR

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.09 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 34.20 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 .
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, 8 | 20.94 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 2.99 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.96 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.08 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 208
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 K\_”
s = 2.0y, k1koks (yT) Fro43 = 1590 -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 3.18
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.08997 [Vs = 15.90 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




R — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E "= = Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Eh __! =—£ Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" B e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016

Location: Pier 2

Storm:  50-yr RSLR

*These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).

< 251t

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.09 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 32.43 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 6.47 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 2.83 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.96 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.
This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§S= 850 ft

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape

(HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 1.0

Le/a 6.00 |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65= 140 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.
K,= 140

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) =

Small Dunes Assumed
K; =

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
1.1
3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier
Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, >20 mm (0.065 ft)? No yi/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
)% 043 10.36 f N
= 20y1kikoks (&) FrP® = 1036 1 T .
Ys YikikaK3 (57 1 . —
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) NN
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
yi/a 2.07
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.08747

[Vs = 10.36 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




E == Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
Veramevs = 1.85 ftls < Voerie = 1.96 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear-water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17

Dsy = 0.0013123] ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 31.41 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; ¢ ,; = 104.05 | cfs/ft

Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y, = 3.88 ft

qx/q9r= 3.31
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
13 67 45.10 ft
Y.=(q 2/’/KuD50 ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

[ @i =] 110 |
f]ﬂﬂ“‘\\::‘ﬁ‘/“ Ymax =05 XVe = | 4961 | g
| A HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{[ B0
1.8 hY
i Vs T Vmax Yo = 4573 ft
/\ HEC-18; eq 8.4

P

= o =
1.0 1.5 20 2.5 3.0 .V M = 45. 73 feet

West Abutment Scour Depth

factor, ay.
dplain)
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E == Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

b 3.7 Subject: Pro Bridge 50-yr RSLR Coastal Computed:  mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

% ?5 =—%' Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment
Venamerus = 1.85  ftls < V ois = 1.96 ft/s

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are less than the critical velocity,
suggesting clear water conditions, then clear-water abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is less than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Clear-Water Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Clear-Water Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
K, (english)= 11.17
Dsy = 0.0013123| ft
Upstream Channel Unit Discharge; ¢ ; = 31.41 cfs/ft
Unit Dis. in Constrict. Opening Channel; g ,- = 104.05 | cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 3.91 ft
q2/47= 3.31
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour
1/3,6/7 45.10 ft
yc:(qu/KuDﬂ) ) =

(HEC-18; eq 8.6)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

S — [ e =] 110 |
A "
f]ﬂﬂ‘izﬁﬁ/“ Yman =05 XVe= | 4961 | g
20— HEC-18; eq 8.3
‘\\{: B 0
18 hY
Ys = Vmax-Yo =
16 0 4570 | ft
g /\‘ decrasing HEC-18; eq 8.4
.~{ s \ ) East Abutment Scour Depth
o — \\\
"“: 0 |is\!"/q‘ 2.0 2.3 ,:n .V S = 45. 70 feet
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100-Year RSLR Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge M-05-001



=E = = Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1
| - | J Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
ﬁ ——7= % Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311
1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel flow is Live-Bed and verify that the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

given for Eng Units

Avg Depth US

D 5p=

0.40 mm

V| US Avg Channel Velocity

K ufcv) =

11.17

yi= 12411t

Dso= 0.00131 ft

v, 2.51 ft/sec

fv.>v,
fv.<v,

16 1
Ve =Kuyeny i1 Dso

7 1.86

ft/s

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

WSE at Bridge of

6.18 ft

<

<

then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists

Vi

2.51 ft/sec

Low Chord Elevation of 9.98 ft

Therefore scour type is Live-Bed

Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions Live-Bed contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

2. Calculate K, = 0.69
VARIABLES From Fig 6.8
D5, = 040 mm o= 0.059 m/s
T= 20 °C, @ = 0.194 ft/s
g= 322 fys?
S,;= 0.00197 ft/ft
yi= 1241 ft
ye= (2r,5:)"" = 089 ftis
V¥w = 4584 DV = >2 >
VT 9] Mode of Bed Material Transport
<0.50 0.59 | Mostly contact bed material discharge 0.001 001 o rmlvs "Ton
0.50t02.0 [ 0.64 | Some suspended bed material discharge :
>2.0 0.69 | Mostly suspended bed material discharge (Figure 6.8, p.6.11, HEC-18)
3. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y .
VARIABLES
yi= 12.41 ft Avg depth in US main channel
0,=| 8920 cfs Flow in US channel transporting sediment
0, =| 13675 cfs Flow in contracted channel
W, =| 286.88 ft Bttm width of US channel transporting bed material
W, =| 12553 ft Bttm width of channel contracted section minus piers
Vo= 11.27 ft Existing depth in channel contracted section pre-scour

6/,
I CANTA
Y2=W1 0, w,

kq
> = 31.66

Ve = Yo — Y, =31.66 — 11.27

ft

20.40 ft

(Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.2. p.6.10)

(Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.3, p. 6.10)

[Ys = 20.40 feet |(Channel Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

[ | | T N

- “ “ Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. ( Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
= = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: M-05-001
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr RSLR

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.16 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 24.58 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, ¢ 5.20 ° Local Approach Velocity, V', 4.48 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.86 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  1.32 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 132
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)

5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth

0.65
Vo = 2.0y, ki koks (yil) Fro43 = 1153

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3)

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 2.31
Upstream Froude Number, Fr, 0.15910 [Vs = 11.53 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




V channel US ~

E = Project:  Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 oft 2
Bem B _F  Ssubject: ProBridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: __mdbrown Date: _ May. 20, 2024
E B - Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.
Right Abutment

251 ft/s >

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,

suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

V= 186 f/s

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.

Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations
Right Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y ;= 12.41 ft
Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢, =| 31.09 cfs/ft
Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 108.94  cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 0.76 ft
92041 = 3.50
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
d P 9= d 3636 ft
Yi(q2/91) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments oy = 1.10
Al * ‘ = YV max =04 Xy = 39.99 | ft
f}";]u‘q\*//’* HEC-18; eq 8.3
20 \\ ‘
=9 \‘\/[“.’{:‘;‘1"
1.8 S, Vs =Vmax ~Vo = 39.23 ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4

Figure 12-

West Abutment Scour Depth

ys= 3923

feet

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2

Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment

V channet us = 251 ftls > V= 186 ft/s

= => [f the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The left abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y; = 12.41 ft

Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ ; = 31.09 cfs/ft

Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 108.94  cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y ,= 0.81 ft

q:2/9; = 3.50
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
g P 9o d 3636 ft
Yi(q2/91) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments | 0y = | 1.10
—/ w‘ ‘ - Vmar =04 XY = 39.99 | ft
ae [ o HEC-18; eq 8.3
M= d
5 Vs TYVmax Vo = 39.18 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4
> 16
v
\ East Abutment Scour Depth
12 -
T 15 0,7 2.0 25 3.0 y s = 39.18 feet

Figure 12-2. Design curve for short-contraction, scour-amplification factor, s, for wing-wall
abutments subject to Scour Condition A (fixed Noodplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




100-Year RSLR Coastal Scour
Proposed Bridge W-06-016



WSE at Bridge of

Is the bridge in pressure flow?

8.86ft <

Low Chord Elevation of 10.17 ft

=E = = Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1
| - | J Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
ﬁ ——7= % Task: Channel Contraction Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job#: 10396154 MDOT No: 605311
1. Calculate critical velocity (V) to confirm that the channel flow is Live-Bed and verify that the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.
given for Eng Units Avg Depth US  [Dsv= 0.40 mm | US Avg Channel Velocity
Kuew= 1147 | v, = 17.39 1t D)= 0.00131 ft V,= 2096 ftisec
If V. >V, then Clear-Water Contraction Scour exists
If V. <V, then Live-Bed Contraction Scour exists
Ve=Kuymyy:1 D5 197 s < V,= 296 ftilsec Therefore scour type is Live-Bed

Therefore the bridge is NOT in pressure flow

Verify following conditions Live-Bed contraction scour occur in the channel AND the bridge is NOT in pressure flow.

Yes, both conditions are met.

Vs =YV2—Yo

2. Calculate K, = 0.69
VARIABLES From Fig 6.8
D5, = 040 mm o= 0.059 m/s
T= 20 °C, @ = 0.194 ft/s
g= 322 fys?
S,;= 0.00172 ft/ft
yi= 17.39 ft
ve= (20,5:)"" =098 ftis
V¥w = 5075 = V¥w = >2 >
VAT ki Mode of Bed Material Transport :
<0.50 0.59 | Mostly contact bed material discharge @001 T ot ' ’ ' o1
0.50t02.0 [ 0.64 | Some suspended bed material discharge ©. mfs
>2.0 0.69 | Mostly suspended bed material discharge (Figure 6.8, p.6.11, HEC-18)
3. Calculate Contraction Scour Depth, y .
VARIABLES
yi= 17.39 ft Avg depth in US main channel
0, =| 18456 cfs Flow in US channel transporting sediment
0, =| 26466 cfs Flow in contracted channel
W, =| 358.32 ft Bttm width of US channel transporting bed material
W>=| 146.01 ft Bttm width of channel contracted section minus piers
Vo= 17.24 ft Existing depth in channel contracted section pre-scour
6 k
QZ /7 W1 1
Yo =V Q_ W = 4401 ft (Post Contraction Scour Equilibrium Flow Depth at Bridge; HEC-18, Eq. 6.2. p.6.10)
1 2
=44.01 — 17.24 = 26.77 ft (Average Contraction Scour Depth; HEC-18, Eq. 6.3, p. 6.10)

[ys = 26.77 feet |(Channel Contraction Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

[ | | e N

- “ ‘. Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
=_ '. { Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 1 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
- = v Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Bridge: W-06-016
Location: Pier 1 *These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).
Storm:  100-yr RSLR

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters

Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.15 -
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 35.08 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.
Flow Angle of Attack, § | 21.09 ° Local Approach Velocity, 7, 4.92 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K ; 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.97 ft/s

2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.

This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.

S= 850 ft < 25ft —» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

3. Determine K, K, and K;

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape (HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 10
Le/a 6.00  |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65=  2.08 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier. (HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K,= 208
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) = Small Dunes Assumed HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
K;= 11

3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier

Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, > 20 mm (0.065 ft)? No y,/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes

Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes

Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11,p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a\%® - 043 K\_”
s = 2.0y, k1koks (yT) Fro43 = 1983 -

(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) C—\]

Figure 7.2. Definition sketch for pier scour.

6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers

Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.

Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
)/ 3.97
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.14642 [Vs = 19.83 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




R — Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 2 of: 2
E "= = Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024
Eh __! =—£ Task: Simple Pier Scour - Pier 2 Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
" B e Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
Bridge: W-06-016

Location: Pier 2

Storm:  100-yr RSLR

*These calculations are for bents with a group of multiple simple piers (multiple columns skewed to the flow).

< 251t

1. Input Hydraulic & Pier Parameters
Spacing bw Columns 8.50 ft Upstream Froude Number, Fr 0.14 _
Flow Depth at Pier, y, 33.17 ft. Equivalent Pier, Le 30.00 ft.
K, 11.17 [English Unitg Simple Pier, L NA t.
Pier Width, a 5.00 ft. Bed Material, D 5, 0.0013 ft.
No. of Columns at the Bent | 6.00 - Acceleration of Gravity, g 32.20 ft./sec.?
Flow Angle of Attack, 6 7.26 ° Local Approach Velocity, V, 4.58 ft./sec.
Pier Shape, K, 1.00 - Critical Velocity US, V', 1.97 ft/s
2. Determine if the spacing between the columns is less than or greater than 5 times the peir width.
This step determines if the spacing between the columns, S, is great enough, five times the column width, to scour individually or as a group.
§S= 850 ft

—» Therefore, each pier's scour impacts the neighboring piers.
Equivalent pier scour calculations should be used.
3. Determine K, K, and K;

(HEC-18, p. 7.23, Figure 7.14 and Section 7.6, p. 7.22)

If attack angle is greater than 5°, K1=1.0 regardless of pier nose shape

(HEC-18, p. 7.4, Table 7.1, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K, = 1.0

Le/a 6.00 |f Le/ais larger than 12, use Le/a = 12 as a maximum in equation 7.4
K2 = (cos0 + (Le/a)sin0)0.65= 144 K2 will use the value of Le acting as an equivalent pier.
K,= 144

(HEC-18 eq. 7.4, Note 1, p. 7.5)
K ; (Bed Condition Correction Factor) =

Small Dunes Assumed
K; =

HEC-18 Tbl 7.3, p 7.5)
1.1
3. Verify condition is NOT Coarse Bed or Wide Pier
Coarse Bed Requirements Wide Pier Requirements
D5, >20 mm (0.065 ft)? No yi/a <0.8? No
Clear Water Conditions? No Is a/D 5y > 507 Yes
Subcritical Flow (Fr <1.0)?  Yes
Coarse Bed?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.11, p 7.37) Wide Pier?  No (HEC-18 Sec 7.4, p. 7.10)
5. Estimate Pier Scour Depth
a )% 043 13.18 fi <
= 20y1kikoks (2) T Frp® = 1318 1 T .
Ys YikikaK3 (57 1 . —
(HEC-18 eq 7.1, p. 7.3) NN
6. Verify Limiting Ratio Values do not apply for Cylindrical or Round Nose Piers
Section 7.1 of HEC-18 recommends the maximum value of y /a for cylindrical or round nosed piers aligned with the flow to be taken as
2.4 for Froude Numbers less than or equal to 0.8 and 3.0 for Froude Numbers larger than 0.8.
Piers Cylindrical or Round Nosed Yes Does Limiting Ratio Value Apply [No
Piers Aligned with the Flow No Limiting Value Ratio, if applicable |Not Applicable
yi/a 2.64
Upstream Froude Number, Fr; 0.14003

[Vs = 13.18 feet |(Local Simple Pier Scour)
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project:  Bridge W-06-016

E = County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 2

=— ) | .__‘ Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown Date: May. 20, 2024

i Task: NCHRP Right Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown Date: May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Right Abutment
V chametvs = 2.96  ft/s > Voew= 197 ftls

= = If the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The right abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Right Abutment Parameters

Upstream Average Flow Depth; y ;= 17.39 ft
Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ ,=| 51.51 cfs/ft
Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 181.26  cfs/ft
Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y,= 3.26 ft
q:/9, = 3.52
y. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y . =

51.14 ft
Yi(q2/91) 7 =

(HEC-18; eq 8.5)

Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments

Oy = 1.10
Floodplain, ,,H,,_W‘ .
I{ | Yo | Vmax =04 XYV = 56.25 ft
.f]ﬂi]ﬂ“?:.rl@/ HEC-18; eq 8.3
2.0 ~ -
‘\\(: B> 0
18 , Vs =Vmax Vo = 52.99 ft
B HEC-18; eq 8.4
3 14 /\ i -
N - \ West Abutment Scour Depth
W 3 Y= 52.99 feet

curve for short-contraction, scour-amplification factor, e, for wing-wall
abutments subject to Scour Condition A (fixed floodplain)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth

Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr RSLR Coastal Computed: mdbrown May. 20, 2024
Task: NCHRP Left Abutment Scour Checked: nbrown May. 28, 2024
Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

Determine Condition of Abutment Scour is Live-Bed or Clear-Water and if Scour Condition A, B, or C applies.

Left Abutment

V channet us = 296 ftls > Vi = 197 ftls

= => [f the velocities in the Channel US are greater than the critical velocity,
suggesting live-bed conditions, then live-bed abutment scour will occur.

The average Channel Velocity is greater than the critical velocity.
Therefore, Live-Bed Calculations will be used to estimate abutment scour.

The left abutment is close to the main channel. Abutment scour condition A
will be used to estimate abutment scour.

For Abutment Scour Condition A Live-Bed Calculations

Left Abutment Parameters
Upstream Average Flow Depth; y; = 17.39 ft

Upstream Unit Discharge, channel; ¢ ; = 51.51 cfs/ft

Unit Discharge in Constricted Opening; ¢ ,=| 181.26  cfs/ft

Flow Depth Prior to Scour; y , = 3.34 ft
q:/9; = 3.52
. = Flow Depth Inlcuding Contraction Scour y, =
g P 9o d 5114 ft
Yi(qa/q ) =
(HEC-18; eq 8.5)
Applying Scour Condition A Curve for Vertical Wall Abutments | Oy = | 1.10
- B - -
I( 4 {,” | Vmax =04 XYVe = 56.25 ft
[l HEC-18; eq 8.3
Mg L constant,
\\\‘\/[ B> 0
18 ~ Vs =Vmax ~YVo = 52.91 | ft
HEC-18; eq 8.4
e L4
: 14 -
L osn, \ East Abutment Scour Depth
I'h| 0 L5 24 2.5 3 y s = 52. 91 feet

Figure 12:2. Desi

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (HEC-18), "Evaluating Scour at Bridges, Fifth Edition ". April 2012




MASSDOT | Marion-Warham Bridges Over Weweantic River along Route 6 I_)?
Project No. 605311

Appendix G.  Scour Countermeasure
Calculations

September 19, 2024 | G-1



Project: Bridge M-05-001 = W-06-013 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1

- o .
E = = Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour ~ Computed: mdbrown Date:  Sep. 16, 2024
E__——! % Task: Abutment Countermeasure Checked: dlh Date: Sep. 19, 2024
= = ¥ Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311

1. Determine K value and design equation based on Froude Number (Fr) obtained from 2D model.

Left Abutment Right Abutment
Fr chamnet = 0.18 < Fr = 0.80 Fr gamner = 0.18 < Fr = 0.80
HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1
> > . 22> .
If the Froude Number is less than or equal DSO If the Froude Number is less than or equal to
to 0.80, K = 0.89 for spill-through — 0.80, K = 0.89 for spill-through Abutments, K
Abutments, K = 1.02 for vertical wall y (S - 1) [ ] = 1.02 for vertical wall abutments, and use
abutments, and use HEC-23 design HEC-23 design equation 14.1. If it is greater
equation 14.1. If it is greater than 0.80, then than 0.80, then K = 0.61 for spill-through
K = 0.61 for spill-through abutments, K = abutments, K = 0.69 for vertical wall
0.69 for vertical wall abutments, and use | HEC-23 Design Equation 14.2 abutments, and use HEC-23 design equation
HEC-23 design equation 14.2. D 0.14 14.2
> = Vertical wall abutment for the left abutment ﬁ [ ] > Vertical wall abutment for the right abutment
G
= > Since the Froude Number in the LOB is = > Since the Froude Number in the ROB is
less than or equal to 0.80 and it has a less than or equal to 0.80 and it has a
Vertical wall abutment Vertical wall abutment
K= 1.02 and use Design Equation 14.1 K= 1.02 and use Design Equation 14.1

2. Determine the median stone diameter, D ;,, using the recommended design equation in the form of the Isbash relationship.

Left Abutment Right Abutment
K= 1.02 K= 1.02
Velocity in Channel (Q/A) =| 8.05 ft/sec Velocity in Channel (Q/A) =| 8.05 ft/sec
*Specific Gravity of Riprap; S, = 2.65 *Specific Gravity of Riprap; S, = 2.65
Gravitational Acceleration; g =| 32.20 ft/sec? Gravitational Acceleration; g =| 32.20 ft/sec®
Max WSE of the Check Flood (ft. NAVD88) =| 16.50 ft Max WSE of the Check Flood (ft. NAVD88) =[ 16.50 ft
MC Thalweg Elevation (MC,,,) (ft. NAVD88) =| -19.05 ft MC Thalweg Elevation (MC,,) (ft. NAVD88) =| -19.05 ft
Flow Depth at the Thalweg, y,=| 35.55 ft Flow Depth at the Thalweg, y ,=| 35.55 ft
Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; Dy, =| 1.24 |ft Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; D =| 1.24 ft
Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; Dj = 14.93 [in Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1;  Ds,=| 14.93 in
*Specific gravity of rock riprap assumed minimum - AASHTO T 85 *Specific gravity of rock riprap assumed minimum - AASHTO T 85

of Roadway
Table 12.1. Size Gradations for Ten Standard Classes of Riprap. e

Nominal Riprap

Class by Median dis dso dgs dioo

Particle Diameter

Class I Size Min | Max Min | Max Min [ Max Max
I | 6in 37 | 52 57 | 69 78 | 92 12.0
I 9in 55 7.8 85 105 15 14.0 18.0
1] 12in 73 105 15 14.0 155 185 24.0
v 15in 9.2 13.0 145 17.5 19.5 23.0 30.0

\a 18in 11.0 15.5 17.0 20.5 235 275 36.0

VI 21in 13.0 18.5 20.0 24.0 275 325 42.0

Vil 24in 14.5 21.0 23.0 27.5 31.0 37.0 48.0

Vi 30in 18.5 26.0 285 345 39.0 46.0 60.0

X 36in 220 31.5 34.0 415 47.0 55.5 72.0

X 42in 255 36.5 40.0 48.5 54.5 64.5 84.0
Note: Only Classes II, I, and IV are suitable for use in partial grouting i

3. Determine riprap extent and layout.

Left Abutment Right Abutment
Apron extent from toe of abutment = 25.00 ft Apron extent from toe of abutment = 25.00 ft
(Extent equals twice the flow depth, but less than 25 ft) (Extent equals twice the flow depth, but less than 25 ft)
Apron extent u/s and d/s of the embankment = 25.00 ft Apron extent u/s and d/s of the embankment = 25.00 ft
(Extent equals twice the flow depth, but not less than 25 ft) (Extent equals twice the flow depth, but not less than 25 ft)
Thickness of riprap = 2.50 ft Thickness of riprap = 2.50 ft
(1.5*Dsg or D4qg, wWhichever is greater) (1.5*Dsg or D4qg, wWhichever is greater)

Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 23 (HEC-23), "Bridge Scour and Stream Instability Countermeasures, Volume 2". September 2009




- o - Project: Bridge W-06-016 County: Plymouth Page: 1 of: 1
E_ _i —E' Subject: Pro Bridge 100-yr Coastal Scour Computed: mdbrown Date: Sep. 19, 2024
= w A 4 Task: Abutment Countermeasure Checked: dih Date: Sep. 19, 2024
= = ¥ Job #: 10396154 MassDOT No: 605311
1. Determine K value and design equation based on Froude Number (Fr) obtained from 2D model.
Left Abutment Right Abutment
Fr chamer = 0.27 < Fr = 0.80 Fr chamer = 0.27 < Fr = 0.80
HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1
> > ) 22> .
If the Froude Number is less than or equal D K V2 If the Froude Number is less than or equal to
to 0.80, K = 0.89 for spill-through Z50 = | — 0.80, K = 0.89 for spill-through Abutments, K
Abutments, K = 1.02 for vertical wall y (SS - 1) gy = 1.02 for vertical wall abutments, and use
abutments, and use HEC-23 design HEC-23 design equation 14.1. If it is greater
equation 14.1. If it is greater than 0.80, then than 0.80, then K = 0.61 for spill-through
K = 0.61 for spill-through abutments, K = - - abutments, K = 0.69 for vertical wall
0.69 for vertical wall abutments, and use | HEC-23 Design Equation 14.2 abutments, and use HEC-23 design equation
HEC-23 design equation 14.2. D K V2 0.14 14.2.
> o Vertical wall abutment for the left abutment | 250 — & [_] 2 \Vertical wall abutment for the right abutment
y Ss—Dlgy
= = Since the Froude Number in the LOB is = 2> Since the Froude Number in the ROB is
less than or equal to 0.80 and it has a less than or equal to 0.80 and it has a
Vertical wall abutment Vertical wall abutment
K= 1.02 and use Design Equation 14.1 K= 1.02 and use Design Equation 14.1

2. Determine the median stone diameter, D ;,, using the recommended design equation in the form of the Isbash relationship.

Left Abutment Right Abutment
K= 1.02 K= 1.02
Velocity in Channel (Q/A) =| 8.81 ft/sec Max Velocity in Channel (Q/A) =| 8.81  ft/sec
*Specific Gravity of Riprap; S, = 2.65 *Specific Gravity of Riprap; S, = 2.65
Gravitational Acceleration; g =| 32.20 ft/sec? Gravitational Acceleration; g =| 32.20 ft/sec®
Max WSE of the Check Flood (ft. NAVD88) =| 16.50 ft Max WSE of the Check Flood (ft. NAVD88) = 16.50 ft
MC Thalweg Elevation (MC,,,) (ft. NAVD88) =| -24.70 ft MC Thalweg Elevation (MC,,;,) (ft. NAVD88) =| -24.70 ft
Flow Depth at the Thalweg, y,=| 41.20 ft Flow Depth at the Thalweg, y ,=| 41.20 ft
Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; Dy, =| 1.49 |ft Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; D =| 1.49 ft
Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; D =| 17.87 [in Using HEC-23 Design Equation 14.1; Ds,=| 17.87 in

*Specific gravity of rock riprap assumed minimum - AASHTO T 85

*Specific gravity of rock riprap assumed minimum - AASHTO T 85

Top of Roadway
Table 12.1. Size Gradations for Ten Standard Classes of Riprap. i
Nominal Riprap
Class by Median dis dso des dioo
Particle Diameter
Foce of Abutmen
Class ‘ Size Min | Max Min ‘ Max Min | Max Max ‘ Check Flosd Elevation
| 6in 37 | 52 57 | 69 78 | 92 12,0 i
[0 9in 55 7.8 85 10.5 15 14.0 18.0 ! - .
1] 12in 7.3 105 15 14.0 155 185 24.0 S Riprap  Tholweg oom et !
[\ 15in 9.2 13.0 14.5 17.5 19.5 23.0 30.0 ‘ T — _ \ .
v 18in 11.0 15.5 17.0 205 235 275 36.0 _:,‘ T\QHFP:F‘:J» §
Vi 21in 13.0 185 200 24.0 275 325 420 L N T u
il 24in 14.5 21.0 23.0 275 31.0 37.0 48.0 [ l, M.
Vil 30in 18.5 26.0 285 345 39.0 46.0 60.0 o X
X 36in 22.0 31.5 34.0 415 47.0 55.5 720 Min
X 42in 255 365 400 485 545 645 84.0 -
Note: Only Classes I Ill, and IV are suitable for use in partial grouting applications.

3. Determine riprap extent and layout.

Left Abutment Right Abutment
Apron extent from toe of abutment = 25.00 ft Apron extent from toe of abutment = 25.00 ft
(Extent equals twice the flow depth, but less than 25 ft) (Extent equals twice the flow depth, but less than 25 ft)
Apron extent u/s and d/s of the embankment = 25.00 ft Apron extent u/s and d/s of the embankment = 25.00 ft

(Extent equals twice the flow depth, but not less than 25 ft)

(Extent equals twice the flow depth, but not less than 25 ft)

Thickness of riprap = 3.00 ft

Thickness of riprap = 3.00 ft

(1.5*Dsg or D4qg, wWhichever is greater)

(1.5*Dsg or D4qg, wWhichever is greater)
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